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LONDON, NOVEMBER 3, 1877. 


Motes for the Ensuing Wreck. 


November Sra ... Commission day—Manchester, Durham, Stafford, 
Winchester, and Swansea Winter Assises. 
{ November 5th ... Commission day—Northampton Winter Assizes. 
After Nov.2nd ... Fees in Liverpool and Manchester District Regis- 


tries to be taken in stamps. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Cuancsry Cavsz List exceeds in dimensions 
even the expectations we expressed last week, derived 
from the state of the cause books. Up to the 27th ult, 
there were no fewer than 601 causes ia the lists, and 
of those 219 were witness causes. Comparing the lists 
of the three previous sittings, we find that at the com- 
mencement of the Hilary sittings there were 560 causes ; 
Easter, 602; and Trinity, 510. 





Mr. Atrrep Tuesicer, Q.C., must by this time be 
nfully aware of the flerce light which beats upon the 
udicial bench. His merits and defects have been 
y canvassed during the past week by various persons 

of many different degrees of enlightenment, from the 
intelligent writer who surmised that the new judge 
might have to sit with Lord Coleridge and ‘ Lord 
Justice Blackburn,” upwards. It is alleged, first, that 
Mr. Thesiger is too young for judicial office; and it is 
ey true that he will be the youngest judge who 
sat within recent years, His age is two yoars less 
than that of the late Mr. Justice Willes at the time of 
his appointment (according to the dates given in Foss) ; 
but considerably greater than the age at appointment of 
one of the most eminent judgea who ever sat on the 


Qommon Law bench—Mr. Justice Buller—who was 


thirty-two years of ago when he was raised to a seat in 





the Court of King’s Bench. It need hardly be said that 
age, within limits passed by Mr. Thesiger, is neither a 
qualification nor a disqualification for judicial office. 
The more important question is as to the professional 
ability of the new judge. With reference to this, we cau 
only say that the opinion of members of the onter bar 
who have been often “led” by him (of all men the best 
able to judge) is strong and unhesitating id favour of 
his qualifications for his high office. In theiropinion he 
possesses great ability, sound judgment, and unusual 
clearness of apprehension of legal principles. But, it 
is said, the appointment is a slight to the common law 
bench, because it was ‘‘confidently expected” that 
appellate judges would be selected from among persous 
of judicial experience. The writers who entertained 
this confident expectation can hardly have remembered 
that section 8 of the Judicature Act, 1873, contemplates 
that the choice shall be made either from barristers of 
fifteen years’ standing or from judges of the High Court 
of not less than one year’s standing; and after the recent 
appointmeat of Mr. Cotton direct from the bar to the 
Appeal Court such an expectation was wholly unreasoi- 
able. There is, however, one learned judge whom every- 
one would have been glad to see raised to the Court of 
Appeal—Mr. Justice Lush ; because it is felt that by 
his singularly efficient discharge for so many years of 
the duties of his high office, by his unvarying courtesy 
and great acuteness he has fairly earned the position ; 
and while we congratulate the profession on Mr. 
Thesiger’s appointment as a very good one, we cannot 
say we are satisfied it is the best that could have been 
made. 





InN TEE CORRESPONDENCE published this week between 
the Lord Chief Baron aad the Lord Chancellor, the 
former learned writer argues that the Order of 1627, 
which provides that “when the business is carrid 

to the most voices, no publication is after- 
wards to be made by any man how the particular voices 
and opinions went,” was “ made at a time when the Star 
Chamber existed, and when members of the Privy 
Council were imprisoned under sentences of that tribunal 
words uttered by them in the House of Commons” ; 
hé states that he is “not aware that it has ever 
judicially held, or, indeed, treated as of any effect 
the Judicial Committee waa created by statute.” 
latter statement ie a mistake. 


committee of the House of Lords on 
Appeal Jurisdiction in 1873, that he had in his possessi 
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Parke, among other learned judges, were members, the 
question of the publication or concealment of the votes 
arose ; there was a difference of opinion among the mem- 
bers of the committee, but after careful consideration of 
the question, it was agreed to abide by the ancient rule. 
And Mr. Reeve added, ‘‘ it is as much by the resolution 
ef this committee as by the old rule that the practice 
exists." As to this practice, it is to be observed that 
although in the Gorham case it was stated that Vice- 
Chancellor Knight Bruce dissented from the judgment ; 
and in the Essays and Reviews case a remark was made 
as to the dissent from certain parts of the judgment of 
the Archbishops of Canterbury and York; and in Cowie 
v. Remphry (5 Moo. P. C. 232) Dr. Lushington an- 
nounced that the Chancellor of the Duchy of Cornwall 
was inclined to take a different view of the case, no 
reason for a dissertient opirion has ever been expressed. 
In the Gorham case Vice-Chancellor Knight Brace handed 
in a paper which he read to the committee, but this was 
never promulgated. 





Tue Personal Question, about which the Lord Chief 
Baron in his correspondence appears to be so anxious, 
may be soon disposed of. He admits that “in an un- 
guarded moment at a dinner table or ona carriage drive ” 
he may have “‘ hazarded an opinion” that in the Rids- 
dale judgment ‘‘ these was much of policy rather than 
ef law, though perhaps unconsciously to themselves, in 
the judgment of the majority of the judges”; that he 
authorized the Rev. P. C. Ellis to say, as publicly as he 
thought fit, that the learned speaker had dissented from 
the majority of the judges, and that he expressed to the 
veverend gentleman his regret that his request for the 
publication of his denial had been “ disregarded and re- 
jected.” If, after saying all this, the learned Lord 
Chief Baron had “‘ not the least idea” that his opinions of 
the judgment in the Ridsdale case “would ever be re- 
peated, and still less that it was possible they would ever 
be published in a newspaper,” the only conclusion we 
ean form is that learned judges may live a great many 
years in the world, and have much experience of men 
and things, and yet remain in utter ignorance of the 
ways of the clergy. The incident is to be regretted as 
likely to sow permanent distrust between assize judges 
and their chaplains; but in other respects, as the Lord 
Chief Baron has expressed his regret that the words were 
spoken, there is nothing more to be said as to them. 

But on two questions of principle raised by the Lord 
Chief Baron we think he is altogether wrong. He bases 
his reason for desiring his dissent to be published mainly 
en the fact that in 1866 he joined with eight other 
eonnsel in advising upon the question which was raised 
in the Ridedale case, and his opinion then given was op- 
posed to the view taken by the Privy Council in that 
ease. And he says that, if at any time before the judg- 
ment in{the Ridsdale case was about to be delivered, he 
had changed his opinion or entertained the slightest doubt 
of the correctness of his opinion upon this question, he 
should never have forgiven himself if he had not im- 
mediately taken measures “‘to warn the clergy of the 
Church of England . . . that the opinion was erroneous, 
or even open to question, and that they must no longer 
hold it to be a true and correct statement of the law.” 
Barely this is a preposterous view of the responsibility of 
eounse) for the resulte of their opinions. Counsel advise 
to the best of their ability upon the facts laid before 
them and the existing law; action is usually taken on 
the opinion ; but is every counsel who reaches the bench 
and concurs in a judgment on the same point delivered 
after the matter or question has been thoroughly argued, 
and bis attention drawn to facts which were not before 
him or considerations which did not present themselves 
bo his mind when afvising on the case in chambers, 
bo send round circulars to his former clients advising 

that they are no longer to consider the opinions 
to them “‘ true and correct statements of the law” f 








The other point is as to the policy of not publ 
dissenting op‘nions. We think it would be of 

vantage if the House of Lords were to adopt the Practigg 
which the Lord Chief Baron reprobates. The fact that 
but one judgment can be delivered cannot fail to 

an important effect on the care with which it is 
pared. Moreover, a final tribunal ought to give forth no 
uncertain sound as to the law, and the publication of 
conflicting judgments can only tend to weaken the autho. 
r:ty of the rule laid down, and so to increase litigation 
and uncertainty. 








Tue position of the three learned commissioners who 
have been sent to do a large part of the duty of the 
judges at the winter assizes may be best described by 
the Americanism, a “one-horse judge.” Each is to 
receive a sum of £175, instead of the 300 guineas which 
is the usual fee of a circuit commissioner; each is to haye 
an allowance of 10 guineas a day for his expenses, and 
each travels with a retinue composed of a clerk, a Crier, 
and a cook. The presence of the last-named functionary 
is satisfactory as affording an assurance that there is no 
truth in the rumour that the commissioner would have 
to adjourn from the judges’ lodgings to a neighbouring 
“public” to obtain his frugal dinner. It is considered 
not impossible, however, that at the next winter assizes 
the Treasury will be in a position to offer more perfect 
arrangements; the services of Mr. Cook having been 
called in to settle the details of a personally conducted 
assize tour for the learned commissioners, including the 
use of a complete set of judicial robes, coupons for 
meals at judges’ lodgings (including meat breakfast) 
and provision for javelin men at a fixed and moderate 
price, if required by the sheriff. 





As THE provisions of the United States Statute of 1870, 
relating to trade-marks, are applicable only to subjects 
of any foreign Power which, ‘‘ by treaty or convention, 
affords similar privileges to citizens of the United States,” 
and no reciprocity treaty has hitherto existed on this 
subject between the United States and Great Britain, 


| British subjects have been precluded from availing them- 


selves of the provisions of the statute. A declaration has, 
within the last few days, been signed by Lord Derby 
and the Minister of the United States, under which it is 
agreed that the subjects or citizens of each of the con- 
tracting parties shall have, in the dominionsand possessions 
of the other, the same rights as belong to native subjects 
or citizens, or as are now granted, or may hereafter be 
granted, to the subjects and citizens of the most favoured 
nation, in everything relating to property in trade-marks 
and trade labels ; it being understood that any person 
who desires to obtain the aforesaid protection must fulfil 
the formalities required by the laws of the respective 
countries. The declaration is rather more extensive in 
its terms than article 17 of the convention between the 
United States and the German empire, entered into in 
1872. 








The number of original applications for the present 
month to be admitted as solicitor is 117, and of renewals 
thirty-two. 

At the winter assizes at Gloucester there were 23 
prisoners; at Ipswich, 20 prisoners; at Nottingham, 40 
prisoners; at Exeter, 27 prisoners; and at Liverpool, 36 
prisoners, 

In consequence of the illness of Lady Malins, the 
senior Vice-Chancellor will not sit until Monday next. 
On that day the Vice-Chancellor will have his usual 
paper; but it is understood it will be open to counsel 
who have any pressing motion to make it at tho sitting 
of the court, 
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INJURIES CAUSED BY THE NEGLIGENCE 
OF A FELLOW-SERVANT. 


‘Buz case of Woodley v. The Metropolitan District Rait- 


way Company (L. R. 2 Ex. D. 385, to which we briefly 
dew attention, 21 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 841), is hardly a 
satisfactory one, inasmuch as the result is that a 
majority of three judges out of five in the Court of 

peal overruled the decision of the Exchequer Division. 
In the Exchequer Division the decision purported to be 
gnanimous, though Cleasby, B., expressed grave doubts. 
Indeed, it seems tolerably clear that Cleasby, B., but for 
the opinion of Kelly, C.B., and Amphlett, B., would 
have decided the other way. But even assuming this to 
be so, we have the opinions of Cockburn, C.J., Mellor, 
and Grove, J.J., and Cleasby, B., against those of Kelly, 
C.B., Mellish and Baggallay, L.J.J., and Baron, since 
Lord Justice, Amphlett. Without invidious discussion of 
the comparative weight of these judges’ views indivi- 
dually on a point of law, we may, perhaps, be permitted 
to express an opinion that, having regard to the consti- 
tution of the two courts, by far the weightiest opinion 
among the number, so far as purely legal questions are 
concerned, was that of the late Lord Justice Mellish, 
and he was on the side of the dissentients. 

The question was one that involved a topie which 
sometime ago we had occasion to discuss, and which has, 
we believe, formed the subject of two Royal Commis- 
sions, viz., that of the right to recover against a master 
in respect of the negligence of a fellow-servant. The 
facts were these:—The plaintiff, a workman in the 
employ of a contractor engaged by the defendants, had 
to work in a dark tunnel rendered dangerous by the 
passing of trains. After he had been working a fort- 
night he was injured by a passing train. The jury 
found that the defendants in not adopting any precau- 
tions for the protection of the plaintiff had been guilty 
of negligence. The majority of the Court of Appeal 
held that the plaintiff, having continued in his employ- 
ment with full knowledge, could not make the defend- 
ants liable for an injury arising from danger to which 
he voluntarily exposed himself. The minority held that 
the plaintiff, as servant to the contractor and not to the 
defendants, had entered into no contract with the latter 
which would modify the ordinary duty of those who 
carry on a dangerous business to take reasonable pre- 
cautions that no one should suffer personal injury from 
the manner it which it is carried on, and that no such 
contract could be inferred from the plaintiff's remaining 
in his employment. 

Now, as we have said before, we cannot help wishing 
very strongly that in all legal discussions the notion of 
an implied contract could be confined to cases to which 
it is strictly applicable. This notion of implied contract 
is pregnant with confusion when applied to cases such 
as that under discussion. Implication is when, though 
persons contracting may not expressly say a thing, they 
must, by the very nature of the transaction, be held to 
have meant it. If I order goods there is an implied 
contract to pay for them, because I cannot have sup- 
posed that the shopkeeper intended to give me them. I 
do in effect promise, though not in express words, to 
pay for them. But to apply the term ‘‘implied” to 
eases where the law in reality peremptorily annexes a 
condition to a contract, or creates a liability in connec. 
tion with any relation, answers no real purpose, and 
may lead to fallacies. We cannot think there is any 
implied promise, for instanee, on the part of a workman 
to be at the risk of negligence on the part of his fellow- 
Workman. It does not necessarily follow from the 
essential character of the transaction. We think he 
does impliedly promise to take the risks nocessarily in- 
cidental to the employment. If there be no means 
that can reasonably be taken to prevent a danger in- 
Cidental to the service, that danger may be said to be 
necessarily incidental to the service, and the workman 
by entering on the service undertakes to inour it without 








making his master responsible. But we do not think 
that the same reasoning applies in the case of negligenee 
of fellow-servants. There the risk is not necessarily in- 
cidental to the business at all. If the master did the 
act of negligence himself he would be responsible, but 
the law has engrafted an exception upon the law of 
respondeat superior in this case so as to exempt him in 
cases when the act is that of his servant or delegate. 
This exception is a piece of judge-made law altogether, 
and we confess we think rightly so made. We feel very 
strongly that the proper mode of approaching the 
doctrine of Priestley v. Fowler is to treat it as an excep- 
tion to the ordinary, somewhat severe, rule that makes 
a master liable for the acts of his servant, even wher 
contrary tu his direction, if done in the scope of his 
employment. The foundation of the ordinary rule is, in 
our opinion (as we have before more fully explained), 
that the servant’s action is for the master’s benefit, and 
@ person who causes another to take action for his 
benefit cannot be in any other position, guoad the 
general public, who are not interested in having the act 
done, than if he did it himself. The reason for the ex- 
ception is that the action of the fellow-servant is for the 
joint benefit of the master and servant. The master is 
to have the advantage of the work done, the servants 
are to have their wages, and inasmuch as it is impossible 
for businesses and other matters to be carried on without 
delegation, they are all parties to the delegation, and 
there is no reason why the severe ordinary rule should 
apply. In other words, we think that these questions 
as to the liability of the master are more properly re- 
garded by the light of the law of torts than by im- 
porting hypothetical contracts which do not really exist. 


Let us, however, apply this way of looking at the 
doctrine to the case of Woudley v. The Metropolitan 
District Railway. In our view there was no question 
of implied undertaking to incur risks necessarily 
incidental to the employment, because the jury found 
that there was negligence on the part of fellow-servants 
in not taking precautions. That is to say by certain 
precautions the danger might have been obviated. But 
the doctrine of volenti non fit injuria is brought in aid 
of the defendants, and on that the majority principally 
proceeded. It is said that if a man on finding that the 
employment is dangerous because there are not necessary 
precautions taken, elects to go on with it he cannot com- 
plain. The reason for this may be put in two ways. It 
may be put—as it seems to be put in the judgment of 
Mellor, J.—on the ground that the man who wilfully 
incurs a risk of which he is aware can never recover 
against another in respect of such risk. He is wholly or in 
substantial part the author of his own wrong. Or it may 
be put—as it seems to be put iu the Lord Chief Justice's 
judgment—that the man who, on discovering the hazard 
of the employment, and that the proper precautious are 
not taken, does not throw it up, but eleets to continue 
in it, impliedly undertakes to bear the risk without 
making the master responsible. To deal with this latter 
view first, here comes in again what we have before said 
about implied contracts. Is there really any such im- 
plication ? We should say not, because it is net a 
necessary implication. The question whether the law 
should annex such a condition as the result of the man’s 
conduct is quite a different one. But is there really any 
reason in consequence of the workman's action to think 
that he actually meant, or that the master actually 
supposed that he meant, any such thing? Neither party 
thinks anything about it; the parties really leave it te 
the law to determine their rights in this respect without 
reference to any intention. With regard to the former 
of the two views wo have referred to as expressed by the 
maxim volenti non At inguria, it seems to us that there 
may possibly be some question of degree involved 
here. A man may be guilty of contributory negli- 
gence, or the cause of his own injury, if he exposes 
himself to a risk that is obviously so great as nearly 
to approach to a certainty of injury. If a man 
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went up a scaffolding when he knew the timbers were 
éxtremely rotten, or when he saw that the ropes were so 
improperly fastened as to cause extreme risk of the 
scaffolding coming down, he might be said to be the 
author of his own injury. But the cases that usually 
become matters of question between master and servant 
are not of thischaracter. Theservant only exposes him- 
self to a considerable risk, but one which men frequently 
imeur and may reasonably expect to escape. It seems to 
us with regard to such a case a very severe doctrine that 
the man is the author of his own injury. Practically, 
the result of it is to deprive the servant of all protection, 
and unless the idea of implied contract is imported, as 
altering the relation between master and servant, it goes 
too far, for the same consideration might be suggested 
as to any other case when a man lawfully went into a 
position which another’s negligence had to his knowledge 
rendered dangerous. We think we could suggest, if 
want of space did not forbid, such cases in which the 
maxim clearly would notapply. The servant is lawfully 
in the position where he is, and it seems to us that the 
application of the considerations classing themselves 
under the head volenti non fit injuria to bis case must be 
regulated by the ordinary doctrines of contributory 
negligence as applied to other cases. 

These applications of the maxim “ volenti non fit 
injuria” being out of the way, the case resolves itself into 
one depending on the doctrines laid down as tothe relation 
ef master and servant with regard to the negligence of a 
fellow-servant. Now, if the man injured had been the 
servant of the railway company, and the employment of 
him and that of the officials who were negligent in not 
taking precautions was a common employment, we 
should think the judgment right. Whether a workman 
employed to do repairs in a tunnel.can reasonably and 
fairly be said to be engaged in a common employment 
with the persons who manage the traffic may be doubt- 
ful. We should adhere on that point, to our view that 
the real question is whether the work is being carried on 
for the joint benefit of the master and the man injured ; 
and should be disposed to think it doubtful how far it 
could be for the benefit of the workman that trains 
should be run through the tunnel while he is working in 
it. We will not, however, go further into that point, 
because in the case before us the plaintiff was a servant 
merely of a contractor with the company. How is he 
benefited by the railway traffic? All that can be said is 
that if companies were obliged to stop their traffic while 
repairs were carried on, railways would earn less profit 
and not pay so well, and consequently there might not 
be so many workmen required by contractors in the re- 
pairs and construction of them. This is obviously 
absurdly remote. It is quite different, for instance, from 
the joint interest of a stoker and a railway company in 
having an engine driven by the engine-driver. When 
there is no joint interest as between the master and man 
injured in the work being done, in the course of which 
the injury is inflicted, we do not see how the servant 
differs from one of the ordinary public. 

On the whole we cannot think, notwithstanding the 
frequent discussion of this topic, that the reasons of the 
rule and the exception have ever been put on a satis- 
factory basis. We believe both the rule and the excep- 
tion to be right, but that considerable hardships have 
been worked through the proper limitations of both not 
being arrived at. It seems to us that the decision of the 
dissentient judges in the case we have heen discussing 
was the correct one, and we regret extremely the result 
ef the case as calculated greatly to strengthen the hands 
of those who agitate against a limitation of the master’s 
liability which, if not carried too far, we think just and 
expedient. 





f verdict was found by a jury at the West 
i Sessions on Wednesday week. 

found that the prisoner was 
a doubt.” 





CONDITIONS ON DEPOSIT OF LUGGAGE, 
Tue question how far and under what circumstances the 
depositor of goods at a cloak-room in a railway station 
is bound by conditions printed upon the ticket which he 


receives has been in several cases made the subject of . 


discussion, The case of Parker v. The South-Eastern 
Railway Company (25 W. R. 564, L. R. 2C. P. D. 416), 
deals very fully with the principle upon which such 
cases turn. There being no legislative restriction on the 
common law right of the company to make such cop. 
tracts as they may think fit in the case of the deposit of 
luggage, the matter in these cases must really turn upon 
the question what, according to the ordinary principles 
of the law of contract, the contract between the parties 
really was. There can be no question as to reasonable. 
ness of the conditions except so far as such an ingredient 
may be material to the question of the existence or non. 
existence of the contract relied on by the company, 
The question must simply be on what terms were the 
goods received as between the parties ? 

Now, it is quite clear in law and sense that a contract 
as between parties may be on terms unknown to one or 
even both of the parties. If the terms are alleged to be 
contained in any writing, the question will be whether 
the parties assented to tae writing being considered to 
contain the terms of their contract. It is conceivable 
that both parties might contract with reference to the 
terms of an instrument, the contents of which neither of 
them knew exactly. Again, if one party on being shown 
by the other a writing as containing the terms on which 
he is willing to contract does receive the writing and 
enters into acontract, the contract will be on the terms 
of the writing, even although unknown to the 
party so receiving it. The question, therefore, 
as between the parties would seem broadly to be 
whether the depositor assented to the terms of the 
ticket which was given him on the deposit of the goods. 
But this is subject to the following qualification. A man 
may be liable to be treated as assenting, though his mind 
never really experienced the feeling of assent. If B, 
conveys to A. a sufficient intimation that the writing 
he, B., produces contains the terms on which he is willing 
to contract, and A. receives the writing and contracts, 
but neglects to notice or apprehend the intimation that 
it contains the terms of the contract, and so never assents 
to such terms, he may nevertheless, apparently, be bound 
by them, in accordauce with the principles of fairness 
and justice. By his conduct he has led the other to 
suppose that the terms of the contract are those contained 
in the writing, and therefore is bound by them. In 
other words, it is not what men think when they are 
making a contract, but what they in express words or 
by their conduct say that forms the contract. 

In applying these principles to the question under 
discussion, it is obvious that the difficulty lies in deter. 
mining what is a sufficient intimation that the writing is 
to contain the contract. If B. says that it is loud enough 
for A. to hear, and A., because he is not attending, or 
has not his wits about him, does not hear, still A. is 
bound. But in the cloak-room cases the conditions are 
printed on the the ticket, and generally the ticket is 
handed without remark to the depositor. Tho question 
that obviously arises on this is whether the mere handing 
of the ticket to the depositor entitles the company’s official 
to presume that the depositor knows that the ticket 
contains the contract and assents to such contract, 
In Harris v. Great Western Railway Company (1 Q. B. 
D. 515) it was admitted by the plaintiff in crosa- 
nation that he believed there were some conditions om 
the ticket. That admission seems to dispose of the 
question in that case. In Henderson v. Stevenson (L. BR. 
2 H. L. 8c. 470), a case which has been much discussed, 
and is often thought to go much further than it really 
does, the conditions were on the back of the ticket, and 
there was not on the face of it any reference to the 
and the plaintiff alleged that he did not know there were 
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anyterms on the back. In the case we are discussing 
the plaintiff admitted that he knew there was writing on 
the back of the ticket, but swore, not only that he did 
not read it, but that he did not know or believe that the 
writing contained conditions. 


Now, the question whether the mere production of a 
ticket upon the deposit of articles in a cloak-room is a 
sufficient intimation that the ticket contains the terms of 
the contract of deposi: obviously depends, to a great 
extent, on what the common understanding of the public 
with regard to such tickets is. As Lord Justice Mellish 

t it, the company is entitled to assume an ordinary 

of intelligence and experience in the persons 
dealing with them—a proposition as to which we shall say 
afew words hereafter. He instanced the case of a party 
shipping goods under a bill of lading, who could uot be 
heard to say that he did not know that the bill of lading 
contained the contract of shipment. But the reason of 
this is that in the shipping business it is matter of uni- 
versal custom that the document which is the voucher 
for the receipt of the goods and the indicium of title to 
them, contains the terms of the contract. The great ques- 
tion upon which the judges of the Court of Appeal princi- 
pally differed was whether the effect of giving the ticket 
was matter of fact for the jury or matter of law for the 
court, Mellish and Baggallay, L.JJ., holding the former, 
and Bramwell, L.J., the latter. We cannot help think- 
ing that the latter learned judge was influenced to some 
extent, as so many learned judges have been in other 
cases, by. the fact that the defendants being a railway 
company could not hope to succeed if the issue was one 
of fact for the jury. He says, “let us for a moment 
forget that the defendants are a cuput lupinum, a rail- 
way company.”’ We doubt whether he for a moment 
forgot it. The argument of the learned Lord Justice is, 
however, very forcible, even though we may suspect his 
bias to have been in favour of the company, as knowing 
how hopeless it is to expect a jury to find impartially 
when a company is concerned. His argument, briefly 
stated, appears to amount to this—viz, that when a 
person has a ticket with writing or printing upon it 
handed to him, and knows that it relates to the transac- 
tion, he is, as a conclusion of law, bound by it if it con- 
tains the conditions of the contract. The plaintiff ad- 
nitted that he saw that there was printing on the ticket 
but said that he did not know that it contained a con- 
tract. The Lord Justice says that the plaintiff thereby 
admitted that for anything he knew or believed it might 
be, only he did not know or believe that it was, the con- 
tract ; and that the evidence was very much that he did 
not think, or that thinking, he did not care about it. It 
issuggested by the Lord Justice that the putting a ticket 
into a person’s hand with printing on it is equivalent to 
saying “‘ read that; it concerns you” and if the party 
does not read it he must nevertheless be treated as though 
he had read it. 


Now, this seems going rather far, and we can very 
well understand that a jury might find that the delivery 
of a ticket having printed matter on it, with a direction 
tothe party to read it, might be sufficient intimation 
that the document in question contained the terms of 
the contract, but we have some difficulty in seeing how 
that can be matter of law for the court. It must surely 
depend to some extent on the circumstances how far 
the document is a well-known document, and so forth. 
Aman who received a bill of lading, as Mellish, L.J., 
said, could hardly be heard to say that he did not 
know that it contained the terms of the contract. We 
do not think that the question whether he did so or not 
Would be one for the jury. But a bill of lading is the 
swme sort of thing all the world over, and those who 

with persons following a particular business must 
@ necessitate ret be taken to know at any rate something 
of the course which is universally pursued in such 
business, We doubt whether the ticket given on deposit 
of goods at a cloak-room can be said to be a well- 
own and well-established instrument to the same 





extent. We doubt, also, whether the analogy of a 
mercantile business applies. It has always been held 
that in relation to a special mercantile business, the 
outsider must be taken to know the custom, as, 
for instance, in the case of the Stock Exchange. 
The reason of this is that a person may reasonably be 
expected to know that there are special customs con- 
nected with such matters, and ought to inform himseif 
about them. Travelling by railway and depositing your 
luggage in a cloak-room is not perhaps a business of sa 
special a character as that every one who undertakes to 
meddle with it is to be taken to know the custom of 
railway companies, and therefore that a ticket given to 
him is sure to contain conditions. The question whether 
the mere giving of the ticket is sufficient intimation that 
that is so must depend to some extent on the person; 4 
person constantly accustomed to travel by rail, like a 
commercial traveller, is not to be regarded in the same 
category as a flurried old woman who has only been one 
or two railway journeys in her life. We suspect, how- 
ever, that Bramwell, L.J. would answer that flurried ol-1 
women have no business to travel by railway, aul 
must take the consequences of their flurry aud 
ignorance. 


We cannot help symptthizing to some extent with 
Lord Justice Bramwell’s view, because we believe that 
all people at all accustomed to railway travelling know 
perfectly well that such a ticket contains cenditions, and 
yet that very few juries would find them to have known 
it; but nevertheless we cannot see that, asa matter of 
law, the court ean hold that the giving of a ticket with 
printing on it involves sufficient intimation that the 
ticket constitutes the contract. It seems to us that the 
railway company, which deals with all kinds and classes 
of people, is bound to give reasonable intimation to the 
particular depositor that he is committing himself to the 
terms of the contract contained in the ticket. ‘The ques- 
tion really is, What was it reasonable for the official who 
represented the company in the transaction to presume 
that the depositor intended? We cannot think that, as 
matter of law, he is always, with regard to all sorts of 
people, and under all circumstances, entitled to presume, 
or that he does, in fact, presume, that the recipient 
of the ticket knows that it contains a contract. 
We cannot help doubting the view that Lord Justice 
Mellish expresses with regard to the presumption a rail- 
way company is entitled to draw. He putsit that what- 
ever people in general would infer on being presented 
with theticket, the company, or, to speak more accurately, 
their representative, is entitled to presume the particular 
depositor to infer. We think this is almost too favour- 
able to the company, though we fully think that the 
question what people in general would infer is very 
material to the question what the particular depositor 
may be presumed to have inferred. The dictum goes the 
length of saying that though the circumstances or the 
character of the depositor may be obviously such that 
the jury would naturally infer that the company’s re- 
presentative could not really have thought that the de- 
positor was aware that the ticket contained conditions, 
or perhaps even thought the contrary, yet as a hard and 
fast rule the jury are to find that the company’s repre- 
sentative presumed the depositor thought what people 
in general would think under the circumstances. 





We understand, says the Central Law Journal, that our 
valued contributing editor in New York city, John F. 
Baker, Esq., is a candidate for judge of the Marine Court of 
that city, with a er good prospect of success. We hope 


he will get it; first, because we want to see our eutire 
editorial staff comfoitably housed away on the bench as fa-t 
as ible ; secondly, because we think Mr. Baker woul. 
make a good, honest, capable, and hard-working judge, who, 
ia bis written judgments, would quote the Central Law 
Journal frequently, and thereby bring it into greater notice 
in that obscure corner of crvation. 
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Recent BMecisians. 


INFANTS’ MAINTENANCE. 


(In ve George (an infant), V.C.H. and C.A., L. R. 5 
Ch. D. 857.) 


A well-knowh section of Lord Cranworth’s Act provides 
that “where any property is held by trustees in trust 
for an infant, either absolutely or contingently on his 
attaining the age of twenty-one years,-or on the occur- 
rence of any event previously to his attaining that age, 
it shall be lawful for such trustees . . . to apply, for or 
towards the maintenance or education of such infant, 
the whole or any part of the income to which such infant 
may be entitled in respect of such property, whether 
there be any other fund applicable to the same purpose, 
or any other person bound by law to provide for such 
maintenance and education or not; and such trustees 
shall accumulate all the residue of such income by way 
of compound interest by investing the same,” &c., &c. 

The words we have placed in italics were long, as 
ajl conveyancers know, a source of considerable 
perplexity. Was it necessary that the infant should 
be indefeasibly entitled to the income? The ques- 
tion came before the Master of the Rolls in the 
ease of In re Cotton (24 W. R. 243, L. R. 1 Ch. 
D. 232); and that learned judge, sweeping aside 
with his usual vigour the doubts of ‘ the learned gentle- 
men who had done their best to repeal this section,” 
held that the infant need not be indefeasibly entitled 
and allowed maintenance out of the income of a share of 
residue bequeathed to an infant contingently on its at- 
taining twenty-one. The decision, as we remarked at the 
time, though not free from some difficulties on the 
language of the section, established a convenient 
rule. And the learned judge laid down in his judg- 
ment the grounds of the decision in language which 
might have furnished a sufficient indication of the limits 
to which the rule could be carried. ‘‘ When property is 
held on trust for an infant contingently on his attaining 
twenty-one,” he said, “ the infant is not entitled, strictly 
speaking, to the income any more than the capital. Jf 
he attains that age he will get both. In fact, he is entitled 
to both, subject to the contingency of his dying under 
twenty-one.” 

In the case of Jn re George an attempt was made to 
extend the operation of the section to cases in which the 
infant never could, by any possibility, be entitled to the 
income. A parent bequeathed a legacy to each of his 
daughters if and when they should respectively attain 
twenty-one, or be married, and also set apart fur the 
maintenance of every daughter who should be under age 
and unmarried a.sum of £50, and directed his trustees to 
accumulate the surplus income as part of his residuary 
personal estate, which he bequeathed to his eldest son. 
‘The Court of Appeal, reversing the decision of Hall, V.C., 
held that the “income to which such infant may be en- 
titled” must be income to which the infant will be 
entitled if he become entitled to the legacy; in fact, that 
although the infant need not be indefeasibly entitled to 
the income, he must at least be contingently entitled. 





CHAMPERTY IN RELATION TO WINDING-UP 
PETITIONS. 


(In re Paris Skating Rink Company, C. A., 25 W.B. 701, 
L. R. 5 Ch. D. 959.) 

Tn this case a creditor's petition for winding up was dis- 
missed by the Court of Appeal on the ground that, after 
the presentation of the petition, the debt and claim of 
the petitioner had been assigned over to a new 
party. The facts appear from the report to have 
been that, shortly after presenting his petition, 
the original petitioner sold his debt for its full 
amount to a shareholder in the company, and also re- 








ceived from him payment of all costs of the petition up 
to that time. The petition was afterwards amended by 
making the purchaser a co-petitioner, and an order wag 
made thereon, from which appeals were brought 
shareholders. At the hearing of the appeal the original 
petitioner disclaimed. The objection was taken that the 
‘party suing was a shareholder who had purchased the 
petitioning creditor’s debt for the purpose of gettingg 
winding-up order upon it; and’the court, viewing the 
facts in that light, regarded the new petitioner's position ag 
untenable. Lord Justice James seems to have acceded 
to the argument based upon public policy and the 
oppression supposed to result from trafficking in law 
suits; whilst Lord Justice Bramwell arrived at the same 
conclusion by considering that the assignor of the claim 
might be liable to an answer to which the assignee wae not 
subject. We apprehend that the true law to be deduced 
from the case is that a petition founded on a debt pur- 
chased pendente lite for the very purpose of acquiring 
the right to petition is not sustainable. The decisiow 
amounts, in short, to a simple adoption in the case o° 
winding-up petitions of the principle of Harrington y 
Long (2 My. & K. 590), which was cited in the argu- 
meut, That was a case in which the debt of the 
plaintiff in a creditor's administration suit was sold after 
decree, and the assignee joined as plaintiff, giving the 
assignor an indemnity against costs. Sir John Leach, M.R, 
said that maintenance was the handing over the benefit 
of a suit to a stranger on condition that he prosecutes it, 
but not the mere assignment of the subject of a suit, 
Observing, however, that the defence alleged that the 
piaintiff’'s assignment was obtained solely for the pur- 
pose of enabling him to prosecute the suit; and finding 
in the indemnity*for costs a fact to prove that allega- 
tion, he concluded that the case before him was clearly 
one of maintenance, and dismissed the bill. Similarly, 
the purpose rendering the assignment pendente lite un- 
lawful was proved in the recent case by the price 
paid for his bargain by the assignee, namely, the full 
value of the débt (which was of large amount), plus the 
costs of the petition. 








The Central Law Journ] states that, in a recent case, 
Judge Boyle, of the St. Louis Circuit Court, has em- 
phatically re-asserted the salutary doctrine of the fiduciary 
responsibility of the promo'ers or Organizers of private cor- 
porations towards the‘corporation and their associates which 
was recently clealy set forth by the English. Court of 
Appeal in the case of the New Sombrero Phosphate Com- 
pany v. Erlanger (25 W. R. 4:6). The case, that of The 
St. Louis and Utah Silver Mining Company v. Jackson 
et 1., presented the following state of facts:—'T he defendants 
procured the organization of the plaintiff company in 1873 
for the purpose of purchasing and operating certain silver 
mines in Utah, which defendants represented were ¢e-eloped 
and of great value, and could be purchased for the sum of 
30,000dols. in cash, The company was organized under 
thes» representatious of defendants, and the 30,000dols. was 
ne as their associates supposed, to the original vendors in 

tah. The mincs provd valueless, and it was discovered, 
about two years after, that under an agreement with the 
vendors, not disclosed to the company, only 10.000dols. was 
paid them, 20,000dols. be'ng divided amoung tke enterpriz- 
ing promoters. On discovering these facts, the company 
filed a bill in equity to rescind the whole transaction, nud 
to recover what it had paid. After full hearing the court 
held, in an elaborate. opinion delivered on the Ist inst, 
that the relation of the defend+nts to the company was such 
as to compel a full disclosure and consent of their aes cia'es 
befure any personal profit could be realized in the transaction 
of business with the company, and that the concealment of 
their arrangement with the vendors was a fraud, which 
reached the basis of the contract ond vitiated the who'e 
transaction. The court decreed a rescission of the contract 
with defendants, and the refunding of all sums ex 
for aud on the property before discovery of the ‘ria, 
amounting, with interest, to 44,181dols. 


Nov. 3,187, - 
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Rebhtews. 


PROCEEDINGS IN AN ACTION. 


uz Procgepines iv AN AcTION IN THE QuEEN’s Bencu, 
Common Peas, AND Excurquer Divisions or tHe Hieu 

~ Qourt or Justice. By Samvet Prentice, Esq., Q.C. 
Stevens & Sons. 


“In this work,’ says Mr. Prentice in his preface, 
which has been written principally for the use of 
students, but which, it is hoped, will also be found 
serviceable to practitioners, is given a view or outline of 
maction.” We need hardly point out the difficulty of 
the task Mr. Prentice has thus undertaken ; the result, is, 
that. the student is perplexed with long extracts in 
extenso from sections and rules, and with trivial decisions, 
where he ougbt to have been provided with easy abstracts 
and leading cases only, and the practitioner is bored with 
quotations from Ulpian and Grotius, and notices of the 
“rebutter and surrebutter, beyond which pleadings 
seldom went.” 

Subject to this objection to the plan of his book, Mr. 
Prentice has produced in eleven “ parts” and twenty- 
nine “chapters” a.readable account of the Judicature 
Acts and Rules, containing the decisions up to date, and 
~what is more important—supplementing in many cases 
the deficiencies of the Acts and rules by the unrepealed 
portions of theold practice. The action for the recovery 
of land, for instance, is very satisfactorily handled. 

We are surprised to read that, notwithstanding the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Garnett v. Bradley 
(25 W. R. 653), “it is very doubtful what is the mean- 
ing of that part” of ord. 55, which provides that the 
costs shall abide the event when there is no order to the 
contrary. Wesuppose that Mr. Prentice disapproves of 
that decision ; he does not say so expressly, however, and 
though he very properly—for the benefit of the practi- 
tioner—sets out all the statutes bearing on the point, we 
cannot congratulate him on any very clear exposition of 
the existing law. 

The practice on appeals to the House of Lords is not 
forgotten, and the whole body of forms scheduled to the 
tules of the Supreme Court is printed in the appendix, 





*,* We are compelled by pressure upon our space to 
leave over several reviews. 








On Monday last, at Clerkenwell Police.court, William 
Lambourne, a child whose age was stated on the charge- 
sheet as eleven, but who, says the Times reporter, scarcely 
Was seen above the solicitors’ table, was charged by the 
superintendent of the St. Pancras Churchyard with pull- 
ing a house leek out of a flower bed there. The church- 
yerd has been recently converted into an ornamental 
garden. It was said that there were many complaints of 


_ flower pulling. The mother of the child said he was only 


ten years old. The child certainly did not appear to 
understand the charge. The valae of the honse-leek was 
putat 4d. Mr. Barstow sentenced the child to twenty-one 
days’ hard labour in the House of Correction ! 


A large meeting of the inhabitants of Mallow.was held on 
Saturday to sympathize with the Irish Master of the Rolls 
in the heavy affliction that has recently occurred to him. 

Denham Norreys occupied the chair. Archdeacon 
O'Regan proposed the following resolution :—‘‘ Resolved — 
‘That the relations which have subsisted between the Right 
‘Hoo. the Master of the Rolls and the inhabitants of Mallow, 
uot only justify, but demand, the expression of deep 
‘sympathy in the heavy affliction he has sustained by the 
ss death of his lamented sop, Mr. Robert Sullivan.” 

was seconded by the Rev, Mr. Baird, and passed 
Woanimously. Sir D. Norreys, in replying to a vote of 
‘thanks, said he feared his failing health would prevent his 
tuking part ia pote meetings, and it was only his 
ame with Mr, Sullivan that brought him there that 





Geweral Caurrespenvence. 
THE MARRIED WOMEN’S. PROPERTY ACK, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—The 3rd section of the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1870, authorizes a married woman to apply 
to the Bank that. any sum of the public stocks she is 
about to acquire may be made to stand in her name im 
the Bank books. 

In Howard v. The Bank of England (23 W. R. 303, 
19 L. R. Eq. 495), the Master of the Rolls, in observi 
upon the position of married women who had ecocastion 
with their husbands, or had been deserted by them, stated 
that the Legislature had provided a remedy by the 3rd 
section, which required the. Bank to provide a form for 
the purpose of enabling the woman to make an invest- 
ment in her own name; and after quoting the language 
of the section added, ‘‘ So there can be no doubt she is 
entitled under that section to require the Bank to trans-. 
fer iuto her name separately.’ Mr. Griffith in his 
notes on the Act observes, “that it is understood that 
the Bank will not refuse to register, though the consent 
of the husband has not been obtained.” 

On applying recently for the transfer into the name 
of a married woman of a sum of Reduced three per cents. 
purchased by the lady out of her separate property, the 
Bank refused to register the transfer without an applica- 
tion and statutory declaration of both husband and wife; 
the transfer in this instance was effected at the cost of 
some little trouble, and the payment of fees on the 
declaration and application. 

It follows from this rule of the Bank that, though it is 
declared by the Ist section of the Act that the money or 
property acquired by the married woman through the 
exercise of any literary, artistic, or scientific skill, and all 
investments of such money or property, shall be deemed 
and taken to be property held to her separate use, she is 
precluded from selecting the Government stocks as 
investments unless she can obtain her husband’s con- 
currence. 

The Bank interpolate in section 3 words importing 
that the concurrence of the husband is essential, and con- 
siderably curtail the benefit of the Act if the safest 
and most simple form of investment be desired to be 
made. 

The reason given to me at the Bank was that the 
authorities had no means of knowing without the con- 
currence of the husband that the investment was being 
properly made with regard to the husband’s rights; 
this seems again a refusal to notice the proviso to the 
8rd section which gives a summary remedy to a husband 
to protect himself against unauthorized investments by 
his wife of his money. AR 





THE SETTLED ESTATES ACT, 1877. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I shall be obliged if any of your readers tan 
refer me to any ease as to whether the power given 
by section 32 of the Settled Estates Act, 1856 (repealed 
and re-enacted by section 46 of the above Act), toa 
tenant for life to grant a lease for twenty-one yeass 
without any application to the court, can be exercised 
by a tenant for life under a will executed before the Act 
of 1856 came in force by a testator who died subae- 
quently to that event. 

Section 57 of the Settled Estates Act, 1877, enaeting 
that “the provisions in this Act contained respecting 
demises to be made without application to the court 
shall extend only to settlements made after the Ist day 
of November, 1856,” leaves the law in the same vague 


| form as section 44 of the repealed Act did. 


If the Legislature intended that section 46 of the pre- 
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sent Act should apply only to wills executed or revived 
since the lst of November, 1856, it eeems a pity they 
did not use more definite language, particularly as they 
have done so in another Act of this session, cap. 33, in 
which it has been enacted that “ Every contingent re- 
mainder created by an instrument execated after the 
passing of this Act, or by any will or codicil revived or 
re-published by any will or codicil executed after that 
date,” &c., &c. The latter Act leaves no doubt as to 
whether a will is to speak from its date or the death of 
the testator. 

Even in the last-mentioned statute, however, the word 
“re-published ” appears antagonistic to section 13 of the 
Wills Act. G. M. 

Oct. 24. 





STATUTORY DECLARATIONS. 
[Toe the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir, —Your correspondent ‘‘ X.,” in his note printed on 
p- 856 of your last volume, expresses an opinion that 
country commissioners need entcrtain no scruple as to 
charging the old fee of 2s. 6d. on taking a statutory 
declaration, and he refers to section 19 of the Act 5 & 6 
Will. 4, c. 62, in support of his opinion. 

The section referred to provides that “all and every 
such fees or fee as would have been due and payable on 
the taking or making of any legal oath, solemn affirma- 
tion or affidavit shall be in like manner due and 
payable upon making and subscribing such declara- 
tion.’’ 

The words “such declaration” appear to refer to 
declarations made under the 18th section, which pro- 
vides “ that it shull and may be lawful for any justice 
of the peace, notary public, or other officer now by law 
authorized to administer an oath to take and receive” 
declarations made in the form annexed to the Act, and 
** if any such declaration is false or untrue in any mate- 
tial particular the person wilfully making such false 
declaration shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanour.” 

If country commissioners may still charge 2s. 6d. 
on taking a statutory declaration they can do so only on 
the assumption that the Act is to be construed by re- 
ference to the law as it stood in 1835, unaltered down to 
the passing of the Judicature Acts, and that those Acts 
have not made any change of the law in respect to 
s:atutory declarations made in “ extra-judicial ” matters. 
Your correspondent evidently agrees with the opinion 
expressed by you on p. 930 of vol. 19, so far as it 
sffects the right to charge 2s. 6d., but he would seem to 
differ from your opinion, and agree with Mr. Braith- 
waite in bis book on Oaths, as to the persons authorized 
to take dclarations. 

I venture to think this method of construing the two 
sections of the Act will not hold good. If they are to 
be read as controlled by the law in force in 1835 in re- 
spect to the fee chargeable, I imagine they should al-o 
be read in like manner as to the persons authorized to 
t ke declarations. The persons authorized by the 
Act to take declarations were, besides justices of 
ihe peace end notaries, ‘‘ masters extraordinary in 
chancery,” clerss to the judges who held commissions, 
aid the official, or officials, who were located in the old 
* Chancery Affidavit Office’’ in Southampton- buildings. 
Curks to the juiges still bave commissions. The 
o‘icials in Southampton- buildings have long since dis- 
app ered. But though masters extraordinary have also 
disappeared co far as their designation is concerned, yet 
$1ey were continued and increased under another name. 
B the Ac’: 15 & 16 Vict. c. 78, s. 1, it is providid 
that” tue persons now styled ‘ masters extraordinary in 
@ sucery’ chall cease to be 60 etyled, and they and all 
per ous hereafter appointed by the Lord Chancellor to 
exe ute like duties in England shall be designated ‘com- 
» is ioners to administer oaths in chancery in England,’ 
1nd sliall possess and exercise all such powers 
eha-ge all such duties as now appertain to the office of 





—_—_—— 


master extraordinary in chancery.” By section 2 of the 
same Act, power was given to the Lord Chancellor to 
appoint officers, to be called “ London commissioners to 
administer oaths in chancery,” who should “ administer 
oaths and take declarations, affirmations, and attestations 
of honour in chancery,” and who should “‘ possess all such 
other powers and discharge all such other duties ag 
aforesaid.” 

From these extracts it appears clear that the country 
commissioners to administer oaths in chancery were, in 
fact, the old masters extraordinary; and the London 
commissioners possessed all the powers of the old 
masters extraordinary, as the words “ such other powers” 
and “such other duties” sufficiently indicate. The 
London commissioners, then, having these powers, 
were justified in taking declarations in extra-judicial 
matters. 

But are commissioners of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature authorized to take declarations in eztra. 
judicial matters? ‘Yourcorrespondent “ X.” appears to 
think so, for he says that a commissioner of the Supreme 
Court. takes declarations, not as such commissioner, but 
as * an officer by law authorized to administer an oath,” 
In making his quotation from the Act, he omits the 
word “now” in relation to the officers authorized to 
administer oaths, while in relation to the fees he tacitly 
retains it. That is to say, his argument appears to be 
that inasmuch as the fee chargeable in 1835 by a 
master extraordinary was 2s. 6d., so it may be still 
charged, because the Judicature Acts have not altered 
it; while, as to the officer or person authorized to take 
declarations, a commissioner to administer oaths in the 
Supreme Court (who had no existence in 1835) may take 
declarations because he is now, in 1877, although in fact 
he was not in 1835, “an officer to administer oaths,” 
notwithstanding that the Judicature Acts do not give 
him any authority to take declarations. 

The test of a valid declaration is, as I suppose, the 
ability to convict a false declarant of a misdemcanour 
under the 18th section. Now, suppose a case: A, 
makes two declarations before two commissioners, B, 
and ©. B. is an old commissioner acting under 
a commission issued by virtue of the 15 & 16 
Vict. c. 78, but ©. is a commissioner of the 
Supreme Court, acting under a commission granted 
under the Judicature Acts. The two declarations 
are false, and the aggrieved parties determine to prose- 
cute. Will both succeed in obtaining a conviction? I 
presume there is no doubt that A. will be convicted of 
a misdemeanour in making the false declaration before 
B., because B.'s authority is derived from the Act of 
15 & 16 Vict., and, whether he was a London or 4a 
country commissioner, he had the powers of the old 
masters extraordinary. But would the prosecutor on 
the second declaration be so successful? C.’s authority 
ie derived from the Judicature Act of 1873, and, as was 
pointed out by your correspondent ‘* Milo” in vol. 19, 
p- 936, there is nothing in that Act which gives to com- 
missioners appointed under that Act any authority to 
take declaratious in extra-judicial matters. 

It is not customary to prosecute a person who makes 
a false statement to a solicitor who is getting up a case, 
but, if the fulse statement is made on oath, it is designated 
perjury, and is punishable, but even then the false state- 
ment is not perjury unless the oath be administered by 
a competent authority in that behalf, Can it bo said 
that a commissioner in the Supreme Court is a competent 
authority in relation to statutory declarations so as to 
render such declarations valid? The question is — 
important for conveyancers in general, and for the 
of England and companies who take statutory declara- 
tions. 

A similar question arises as to affidavits in bank- 
ruptey. This branch of the law is excepted from the 
operation of the Judicature Acts. May commissioners 
appointed under those Acts administer oaths in a 
excepted jurisdiction ? 
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= 
“Would it not be well that a short Act should be 
' defining the duties of commissioners of the court, 
g them jurisdiction in relation to all affidavits 
and statutory declarations, making the Act retrospective, 
and so set the question at rest ? 
A Manacine Crerx. 








Queries. 


1, Notice ro Quit.—A. takes from B. dwelling-house 
and premises from the 25th day of December, 1875, at 
4s annoal rental of £40, rent payable quarterly. B. gives 
A, notice to quit the said dwelling-house and premises 
om the 24th of December, 1877. The following is a copy 
of the notice :— 

_ %I hereby give you notice to quit and deliver up p»s- 
session of the house and premises which you now hold of 
@e, situate in the S——-road, on or before the 24th 
day of December, 1877, or pay to me the sam of £48 per 
annum, payable quarterly, also paying the water rate from 
same date. 

*¢ Dated this 18th day of June, 1877. 
“Signed by B., Landlord.’’ 

Is the date in the notice to qait material? If so, can any 
of your readers refer me to a case in support of it ? 

AN ARTICLED CLERK. 





* 2. ScHoon ror Soxictrors’ Sons.—Can any of your 
Yeaders inform me if there is any good school where 
the son: of solicitors are educated fit for the legal pro- 
‘fessioo, and where any privileges are granted to them. 
Or can any good school in the country be recommended, 
‘where the education and board are good, and the fees 
‘moderate enough to suit the means of a solicitor of many 
ee anne, with a large family, but not a large 
: ? An Oxp Susscriper. 





_ 8. Counry Covat Costs, —It is well known to all your 
feaders that the costs allowed where the demand is above 
£20 are disproportionately larger than where the demand 


sis under £20; therefore if a solicitor be instructed to sue 


for the sum of £22 10s., and the plaintiff only recovers 
*£18 53., and the solicitor reeeives the costa from the de- 
‘fendant on the lower scale, can he charge the plaintiff costa 
‘on the higher scale, not baviog explained to him anything 
‘about the costs, nor obtained from him any agreement in 
writing as to payment of same? I shall be glad of the 
Opinion of any of your readers on this point, or a reference 
to any decided case on the subject. 
- Birmingham. One in Doust. 


4, Morroace or Buriat Rate or Distatcr Rats.—I 
should be obliged if any of your readers can direct me to the 
authority under which it is considered that a local board, 
Constituted a burial board by Order in Council under the 
_ Burial Act, 1857, is empowered to mortgage the burial 
_tate or the district rate. The Barial Aot, 1857 (seotion 5), 
invests with the powers of the previous Burial Acts local 
boards constituted burial boards by Order in Council, and 
the Burial Act, 1860 (section 1), empowers them to pay, 
out of the general district rates, money required for de- 
fraying the expense of executing the powers of the Burial 
Acts, or for repaying money borrowed under those Acts; 
dnt the only power of borrowing seems to be that conferred 
by the Burial Aot, 1852, which authorizes a charge u 
the poor rates. The Burial Act, 1862, expressly supplies 
the power of mortgaging the borial rate, or improvement 
tate, in the case of improvement commissioners (acting as 
burial boards), but I have not been able to find a corre- 


pieting provision in favour of local boards. 
: ester. W. W. K. 





The list of divorce cases for trial during the ensuing sit- 

tings shows a total of 209 causes, as against 174 in the list for 

last Trinity Sittings. Of these, thirty-five are suits for 

separation, seven for nullity of marriage, and six 

a hag on of Conjugal right, the remainder being for 
& 








Cases of the teek. 


‘'Pieapivc—JornpeR or Causes or Action—ALTERNA- 
tive Retier—Orper ror Triat or One Question oF Fact 
BEFORE ANOTHER—OrpD. 17, eR. 1, 8, 9; Orv. 27, B. 1; 
Orp. 36, x. 6.—In a case of Bagot v. Easton, heard by the 
Court of og yesterday, a ques‘ion srose as to the right 
of a plaintiff to ask for alternative relief. The plaintiff, by 
his statement of claim, alleged that he had been induced, by 
the misrepresentation of the defendant, to enter inio an 
agreement for a partnership with him, and also that the 
defendant had, siace the date of the agreement, refused to 
continue the enterprize according to the terms of the agree- 
ment. And the plaintiff claimed to have the sgreement 
delivered up to be cancelled, repayment of what he had paid 
to the defendant und r the agreement, and damages; or, in 
the alternative, to have the partnership dissolved, and the 
partnership accounts taken, and the assets thereof realized 
and distributed, under the direction of the court. The 
defendant moved under ord. 27, r. 1, for an order con- 
fining the action to ons or other of the two causes of 
action, and it was urged on his bebalf that the state- 
ment of claim was inconsistent and embarrassing, and 
that he was entitled to know which case he would 
have to meet, for that otherwise he must be prepared 
at the hearing with the evidence necessary to meet both 
the alternatives, and thus would be involved in unnecessary 
expense. Bacon, V.C., acceded to the defendant's applica- 
tion, and ordered the plaintiff to strike out one or other of 
the causes of action in respect of which he sought relief. 
The Court of Appeal (Lord Cairns, C., and James, 
Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.) reversed this decision. 
They said that, even under the old system of pleading in 
the Court of Chancery, the statement of claim would have 
been unobjectionable, and a4 fortiori it was so under the 
new system. They could not see that any hardship or 
inconvenience could be caused to the defendant, bat. if 
there could be, then the court could, under r. 6 of ord. 
36, order that the one question of fact should be tried 
before the other, and this would fally meet the suggested 
difficulty. 


New Orvers, Ste. 


TRADE MARKS. 


Dectaration between Great Britain and the United States 
for the Protection of Trade Marks. 

The Government of her Majesty the Queen of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, and the Government 
of the United States of America, with a view to the reci- 

rocal protection of the marks of manufacture and trade in 
the two couatries, have agreed as follows :— 

The subjects or citizens of each of the contracting 
parties shall have, in the dominions and ——— of the 
other, the same rights as belong to native subjects or citizens, 
or as are now granted or may hereafter be granted to the 
subjects and citizens of the most favoured nation, in — 
thing relating to property in trade marks and trade la’ 

It is wane Pa that any person who desires to obtain 
the aforesaid protection must fulfil the formalities required 
ty the laws of the respective countries. 

In witness whereof the undersigned have signed the 
present declaration, and have fixed thereto the seal of their 


arms, 
Done at London, the twenty-fourth day of October, 1877. 
( Dersr. 


LS.) 
(L.S.)  Epwaaps Prerreront. 











« Mr. Thom, whose name was well known ia connection 
with a previous publication, is about to bring out another, 
entitled ‘The County and Borough Magistrates List and 
Official Register,’ which will comprise all Justices of the 
Peace for every County an? Borough in Englaad and Wales, 
with their Professional and Business Avocations, and the 
a and Offices they hold in each different 
or ugh; also all the County and Officials ( 
and Civi!), and a complete Parliamen ireclory—about 
twenty thousand names in al!, The pabdli are to 
Messrs. Butterworth, of London, her Majesty's Law Pub- 
lishers.”— 7" ¢ Atheneum. 
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THE LORD CHIEF BARON ON THE 
RIDSDALE JUDGMENT. 
Tue following correspondence has been published :— 
**8, Connaught-p'ace, W., Oct. 25, 1877. 

‘“‘My Lord,—My attention bas been called to a para- 
graph in a newspaper, in which I am represented to have 
said, in reference to the judgment of the Privy Council io 
the Ridsdale case, that the judgment was an ‘ iniquitous 
one; that it was not a judgment based on law, but upon 

licy.’ 

“I basten to transmit to your lordship a copy of the 
letter which I immediately addressed to the author of the 

ph, correcting the statement in question ; and I now 
to add emphatically and sincerely that if I had or have 
in an unguarded moment and in a private conversation let 
fall a single expression inconsistent with the high res 
which I entertain for the eminent and distinguished ju 
who pronounced that judgment, two of them, of whom your 
lordship is one, such as had attained the highest temporal 
office in the State, and most of them for half my lifetime 
my own personal friends, I deeply regret it, and would hope 
that this acknowledgment of the error which I should or 
may have committed will be accepted in the spirit in which 
I now offer it to your lordship. It is so impossible to re- 
member at the distance of some months the exact words 
which one may have uttered at a dioner-table or in a 
carriage-drive that Iam luth to make this my contradiction 
as precise as I believe the trath would warrant, but I hope 
it will charitably be sufficient. 

“TI owe it to myself, however, in submitting to your 
lordship the within copy cf my let’er to Mr. Ellis, to ex- 
press my earnest hope that the denial of the right and the 
Tejection of the request of a member of the Prisy Council 
that his dissent from a judgm:nt about to be pronounced 
should be publicly stated when the judgment is delivered 
will at some convenient time be re-consid«red, as involving 
a practice opposed to many precedents of high authority in 
the Privy Council itself, and to the immemorial usage of 
every court and every tribuval im which justice is adminis- 
tered within her Majesty's dominions, not «xcepting tbe 
High Court of Parliament itself. 

**I propose to lay copies of this letter and of my letter 
to Mr. Ellis before the Archbishop of Cant riury and the 
bishops who attended as as«e-ors, and Lord Seiburue and 
the other members of the cout who were prerent at the 
hearing of the case, and, un'ess your lordship should object, 
or desire any other course to be taken I would likewise send 
copiss to the newspapers. 

“TI bave the honour to be, my lord, your lordship’s faith- 
ful servant, “ Frrznoy Kerr.” 

Then follows the le‘ter to which Sir Fitzroy Kelly refers 
as having been written by him to the Rev. P. C. Ellis, in 
which he says :-—* I had, and have, one s‘rong and decisive 
reason for desising that my dissent from the judgment in 
the Ridsdal< case should be publicly known, and itis this:— 

“In Jaly, 1866, a body of gentlemen cal’e] the ‘ English 
Church Union’ submitted a case to myself and, I believe, 
eight other counsel, all thn at the bar, upon the precise 
question of the legality of the vestments under the rubric 
in the !’rayer-book, which arose in the Ridsdale case, and 
we all, without doubt or heriiation, declared it to te our 

4 opinion that the wesring of the vestments was 
authorized by tue rubrcin the Praye -book. . . . This 
opinion was printed aud published, and extensively cir- 
culated throughout Eng’and, not by any of us, but by the 
Church Union; and I cannot doubt that it must have 
induced a great many cle gymen of our Church to believe 
implicitly in the legality of the vestments, and it may be, 
i: many cas 5, to sssume onl wear the vestments accord- 
ingly. And I do not lesitate to say that if, at any time 
bevore the judgment in the Ridsdale cuse was abvut to be 
deliver.d, I tad changed my opinion or entertained the 
slightest doubt of its correctness upo. this important ques- 
ton; still more, if I hal though: that a single clergyman 
of the Church of England could have been cons of a 
criminal offence for having acted upon that opinion, | should 
never have forgiven m etry say ong Maer 
measures to warn the clergy of the Church of England 
whom that opivimn might have reach d and actuated in 
their performance of Divine service i. their respective 
churches, that the opinion was erron ous or even open to 
questi, and that they uust no ‘onger believe it to be a 








—== 
true and correct statement of the law. It is, therefore, 
clear myself from the imputation of having misled I ted 
not how many clergymen of the Church of open, and, 
perhaps, induced them to violate the law, that I have dong 
my best to make it known that, until the judgment ofthe 
Ridsdale ease was about to be pronoun Lin common 
with the eminent judges who had concurred with me in 
the opivion in question, or such of them who survive (with 
a single exception), verily and conscientiously beli 
and was justified in leading others to believe, that the 
Nee of these vestments was authorized and sanctioned 
by law.” 

The Lord Chancellor replies on Saturday to the Lord 


“Chief Baron :— 


“5, Cromwell-houses, S.W., Oct. 27. 


‘*My dear Lord Chief Baron,—I received on my arrival 
in town to-day your letter of the 25th inst., inclosing a 
of a letter which you have written to the Rev. P. Consta 
Ellis as to a paragraph which appeared in the Times of the 
22nd, giving the particulars of a conversation you had with 
him respecting the opinion of the Judicial Committee in the 
Ridsdale ‘case, on which the judgment of the Qneen ig 
Council in that case was based. 

“T bad read that paragraph with much regret, and I had 
hoped you would have been in a position to deny its 
accuracy. My regret did not, however, ariss from 
personal feelings as to the strictures on the decision whi 
were made by you in your conversation with Mr. Ellis, 
All judicial opinions are open to public criticism, however 
sbarp, although such criticism does not ordinarily come 
from a colleague. It is for the public to judge whether the 
criticism is well founded or is decorous. 

“I could not, however, but feel that the course you had 
taken in communicating with Mr. Ellis, and in stating to 
him (to use his own etn BY ‘that he was at liberty to make 
your opinion of it as public as he could,’ was a serious de- 
parture from what has hitherto been considered to be the 
obligation of a Privy Councillor. 

‘©The order ‘to be observed in Assemblies of Council,’ 
dated so long since as the 20th of February, 1627, provides 
that, ‘when the business is carried according to the most 
voices, no publication is afterwards to be made by any man 
how the particular voices and opinions went.’ This order 
hus always been held to regulate the sittings of the Privy 
Council for judicial business, and when the Act of 1833, con- 
stituting the Judicial Committee, was passed, it enacted that 
‘ Appeals, causes, and matters shall be heard by the Judicial 
Committee, and a report made to his~Majesty in Couneil 
for his decision thereon as heretofore, in the sam manner 
and form as has been heretofore the custom with respect to 
matters referred by his Majesty to the Privy Council.’ 

‘* It has been in the confidence of aa adherence to this 
order and enactment that the members of the Judicial Com- 
mittee have up to this time ‘met together to tender their 
humble advice to the Sovereign,’ and it has never been held, 
so far as I am aware, that any individual member of the 
committee was at liberty, of his own authority, to state how 
‘the particular voice and opinion’ of himself or of any other 
member ‘ went.’ 

“In the cases—I believe there are only two in number— 
in which mention has been made by the Judicial Committee 
in their judgment of the non-concurrence of a 
member, that mention was made with the consent of the 
whole committee, and possibly (‘hough as to this I am not 
informed) with the permission of the Sovereign. It may be 
doubted whether, in strictness, even the consent of the 
committee would authorize a departure from the general 
rule ; but in the Ridsdale case no such consent was given, 
Indeed, you yourself state that it was refused. 

** Asyou propose to publish the other correspondence, 
you will probably think it right to add this letter —Yours 
truly “* CAIRNS, 
“Phe Right Honourable the Lord Obisf Baron.” 


Another letter from tho Lord Chief Baron to the Lord 
Chancellor closer, at all events for the present, the corres- 
yondence. In it the Lord Chief Baron says :— 

“ ) ges with res to my having made 
after jad had been delivered and when 
wasatanend, that I had dissented from thatj 
can aly red that I never, untill received your 5 
letter of this day’s date, had any idea that a judge of 
Privy Council was bound to keep secret his dissent from 
any judgment which had been pronounced, when the case 
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over and before the public. Is it to beso in his own 
amily, and tothe end of his life, and whatever may be the 
of the case? Iam aware of the order ‘to be ob- 
in Assemblies of Council,’ made in the year 1627, 
gpon which I must venture to observe that but for the 

taken of that order by your lordship and others 
the Council], I should have held, and without doubt, 
it was in no wise binding or operative upon proceedings 
in ecclesiastical suits in the Privy Council since the passing 
of the Act creating the Judicial Committee. That order or 
ordinance was madeat atime when the Star Chamber 
qxisted, and when members of the Privy Council were im- 
Bites under sentences of that tribunal for words uttered 


i 


\ ded 


them in the House of Commons, and Iam uot aware 
it has ever been judicially held, or, indeed, treated as of © 


my effect since the Judicial Committee was created by 
statute. If this ordinance be now in force, every publication 
ofthe dissent of one or more members of the Council, after 
@ resolution of a majority, is a direct violation of it. The 
declaration of dissent, therefore, of many prelates 

and judges, after the decision of the majority as to the ad- 
vice to be given to the Sovereign, has been made in the very 
teeth of this ordinance, and conclusively shows that the 
, parties to these declarations of dissent, deemed the 
ance, if indeed they knew of its existence, to be invalid 
andof no effect. Surely, if it be Jawful to declare in public 
‘by the voice of the senior member of the court, that certain 
other members dissent from the judgment just delivered, 
itcannot be unlawful for those members themselvis after- 
wards to repeat in public what their chief has thus publicly 





Sacteties, 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly mecting of the directors held at 
the hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
on Thursday the 1st inst., the following being presen’, 
#iz., Mr. Desborough (Chairman), and Messrs. Carpenter, 
Lovell, Parkin, Sawtell, Scadding, Sidney Smith, and 
Boodle (Seoretary), a grant of £10 was made to the 
widow of a deceased non-member, one new member was 


. @lected, and the ordinary business was transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY. 


This society held the first meeting of its forty-second 
mal session on Tuesday evening last, the 30ch ult., at 
be ian Institution, Mr. S. Garrett, M.A., in the chair. 
@ question appointed for the debate was: “Is the privi- 
een by the Court of Aldermen of the city of London 
f rejecting a candidate elected by the free choice ofa 
Ward, consistent with modern usages and ideas?” Mr. 
P. Rouse opened the discussion, and maintained the 
negative view of the question, and was replied to by 
Mr. Neale. The deba‘e was fivally adjourned at a late 
hour to the first meeting of the society in December. 
Porty-nine members were present. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


This society held its firat legal moot at the Law Institu- 
tion on the 29th inst., Mr. J. S. Rubinstein in the chair, 
Mr. Fenton opened the subject, viz. : “A. agrees to give 
B, £500 for a picture to be painted by him. Is this a con- 
tract within the 17th seotion of the Statute of Frauds?” 

rs, Saw, jun., Ward, Joaqnin, Archibald, and others 
~lga spoken, the question was answered in the affirma- 


On tke 31st inst. the society met as usual at the Clement’s- 
fon Hall and disoussed the following point :—* That cir- 
@amstances make the man and not man the circumstances.” 
Mr, S, Ward presided. Mr. Pitt Oobbett, B.A., supported 
the aflirmative ; Mr. Dowson led the opposition. The 
@bject having been discussed, the motion was carried. 











Appointurents, Ete. 


Mr. Wynne Epwin Baxrer, solicior, of 9, Liwrence 
Pountney Hill, and of Lewes, his beea electel one of the 
High Constables for tha Borough of Lowes for the ensaing 
year. Mr. Baxter was admitted a solicitor in 1867, andisa 
member of the conmon council for the ward of Waltrook. 
He is the author of a work on ‘‘Tne Law acd Practi-e of 
the Supreme Court oe‘ Judicature,” and he servel last year 
as one of the under-sheriffs of Loalon and Middlesex. 
Mr. Baxter has also been electel hnorary s>licitor to the 
Shipwrights’ Company. 

The Hon. George Cuartss Broprick, barrister, has 
been a elected a Member of the School Board for London, 
for the Westminster Division. Mr. Brodrick is the second 
son of the late Viscount Midletov, and was born in 1831. 
He was educated at Harrow and at Balliol College, Ox‘ord, 
where he graduated as a double first (in Litere Humanioesr 
and in law and modern history) in 1854. In the following 
year he obtained the Chancellor's Priz» for an Eoglish 
Esgay and the Arnold Essay Prize, and he was afterwards 
elected a Fellow of Merton College. In 1858 he graduated 
LL.B. (in honoors) at the University of London, and in 
Trinity Term, 1859, he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
ino. Mr. Brodrick formerly practised on the Western 
Circuit, at the Somersetshire and Bath Sessions. He is 
the author (with the Hon. and Rev. Willian Fremantle) of 
a Collection of Privy Council Ecclesiastical Judgments, and 
in 1868 he contested the Borough of Woodstock in the 
Liberal interest. 


Lord Justice Corron his receivel the hoacrary de sree 
of D.C.L. from the University of Oxford. 


Mr. Artavur Evass, svlicitor, of Maldon, has been elected 
Town Clerk and Clerk to the Magistrates of that borough, 
in the place of his partner, the late Mr. Gorge Edward 
Digby. Mr. Evans was admittel a solicitor i: 1371, and is 
now in partmership with Mr. George Wyatt Digby, the 
fa'her of the late town clerk. The appo ntmeat of Town 
Clerk iucludes the clerkship to the S:hol Attendance Com- 
mittee, the Urban Sanitary Auth -rity, and the Port S.nitary 
Authority. 

Mr. Faancts Henry Kenpatt, solicitor (of tha firm of 
Banks & Kendall), of Liverpool and Presevt, has been ap- 
pointed a Perpetual Commissioner for the C:.unty Palatine 
of Lancashire, for taking the acknowledgments of deeds by 
married women. 


Mr. Ocravivs Leers, solicitor, of 60, Lincoln’s-ian-felds, 
has been appointed a Commissioner te take Affilavits and 
examine Witnesses in the Sugreme Coart of Judicatare of 
the colony of Fiji. 

Mr. Henry Parr orr May, s>licitor, of Ma e'estield, has 
teen e'ested Town Clerk of the Borough of Blackpol, in 
succession to Mr. Wilium Mawdes'ey Charaley, resigned, 
Mr. May is the seo-nd son of Mr Joha May, solicitor, of 
Macclesfield, and was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. Cuartss Many, QC, of A lelai ls, has b:en appointed 
Attorney-General of the Colony of Sowh Austealia, ia the 
new Admivis*ra‘ion. Mr. Mann is a me aber of the House 
of Assembly, and a Queen's Coaasel for the eo'ony. 

Mr. Cuane: Hoxnacs Retry, barister, of Caleutta, has 
been sppoiuted Oi inl Reporter t) the High Court of 
Judicature of Benga. Mr, Reily was exiled to the bar at 
the M ddle Te ple ia Trinity Term, 1870. 

Mr. Parnick Ryay, barrister, of Bowhay, has been 
appointed to act as a Magis*rate tur the Bombay Presidency, 

r. Ryan was evel to the bar at the Iauer Temple ia 
Triniry Term, 1873. 

Mr. Freventcx Joun Syeuc, s dieitor, cf Danmow, ha 
been e ected Clerk 1o the Feteted and Rayne United District 
Scho B ad. Mr, Snell was admitted a sticiter ia 1965, 
and is als» clerk to the Danmow Board of Guardians aad 
Rural Savitary Authority, superintendeat registrar and 
clerk to the White Roothing, Lindsell, and Stebbiag Seheal 
Boards, and clerk to the Bardiield District and Dunmew 
Dis:riet Highway Boards, 


The Hon, Atrasn Haney Tussiger, Q.C, has deen ap 





pointed a Jadge of the Court of Appeal in su cession te the 
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Right Hon. Sir Richard Paul Amphlett, resigned. Mr. 
Thesiger is the fourth son of Lord Chelmsfo:d, and was born 
in 1838. He was e‘ucated at Eton and at Christ Church, 
Oxford, and he was call*d to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in Trinity Term, 1862. He is a member of the So 
Eastern Circuit, and }e was crested a Queen’s C: unsel in 
1873. The new Lord Ju tice is a bencher of the Innor 
Tempe, and te was «ppointed Attorney-Gencral to the 
Princes of Wales only a few weeks ago. 


aialiesdis 








Obituarp. 


MR. JOSEPH HORTON DYER. 

Mr. Jo-eph Hoiton Dyer, sclicitor, of Bath, died very 
suddenly on the 22nd ult. Mr. Dyer was the se ond ton of 
Mr. William Dyer, barrister, and was born in 1847. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1869, and had since practised at 
Bath. He was a ccmmissioner to admit ister oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature, and, though a young man, bad 
been successful in getting a very feir pra tee. He wasa 
good speaker and a dexterous advocate, and was extensively 
engaged in the county courts and before the magistrates in 
Bath and its n-ighbourhood. Mr. Dyer died suidenly from 
sync: pe whil+ on a visit to a friend. 


MR. WILLIAM HENRY SIAW. 

Mr. William Henry S'a-*, solicitor, diel at his re-i- 
dence, Hernwood, Capham-common, on the 19th ult. 
Mr. Shaw was admitted a solicitor in 1853, and practised 
for several years at Manchester, having also during the 
latter portion of thet time a Londen offi e in Great George- 
street, Westminster. In 1866 Mr. Shaw wasselictcd by the 
dircctors of the Great Eastern Railway Company for the 
post of law clerk ar.d solicit'r to the. company, and since 
that time he had relinquisbe! private practice. He devoted 
himself with great industry and zeal to the business of the 
company, and bis professions] skii] and sound judgment 
were high'y valued by its directors and officers. Mr. 
Shaw’s h-alih had for some time been failing, but he con- 
tinued to attend to his official duties until a very stort time 
tefore Lis death. He was buried cn the 25th ult. at 
Norwood Cemetery, the funeral being attended by some of 
the directors of t!e Great Eastern Railway Company and a 
large number of yr-vate friends. He leaves a widow and a 
large family. 








MR. CHRISTOPHER HUGHES. 


Mr. Christopher Hughes, solicitor, died at his r s'dence, 
60, Waterloo, Norihampton, on the 20th ult. Mr. Hughes 
was born in 1815, and was admitted a solicitor in 1837, and 
soon aft-rwards «omm:nced to practise at Northampton. 
He carricd on an extensive business, in which Mr. Thomas 
Dovglas had for the last few years been associated with bim. 
The deceased was a commissioner to administer oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. He was appointed clerk of 
the peace for the boreugh of Northampton and cletk to 
the Lorough g+ol ressions in 1859, and held that office until 
his death ; Le was for several years clerk to the Hurding- 
stone Board of Guardians, and superintendent-registrar. 
and also one cf the deputy-coroners for Nurthamptonskire. 
Mr. Hoghes was buried on Friday, the 26:h ult., at the 
Northampton General Cemetery. 





“I once heerd a capital rejoinder to ‘The Ladies’ by a 
Glasgow gentlemar. After paying all the usual compli- 
ment, he said be would conclude in the language of one of 
our modern poets : 

« * They are here as a bon and a blessing to men, 
The Pickwick, the Owl, and the Wav-rley Pen.’ ”— 
** London Scottish Journal.’ 


For lawyers’ offievs and for engrossing, the following are 
strc ney recommended :—The Waserley and the Nile Pen 
also the OJ, OK, and OP P.ns with Broad Pointe—6d. and 
1s. per Box, w 1d all Stationers. Specimen Boxes, cor- 
taining all the kinds, by aa’ 13 s'amps.—Patentecs : 
Macniven & Cameron, 23-33, Bleir-street, Edinburgh. 


——S=> 
@Areck Commissioner’s Court, 


(Before H. C. Rornery, Esy., Wreck Commissioner, and 
Asses<ors.) ' 
Oct. 3, 4, 5,6, 8,9.— The Forest and The Avalanche* . 

This was an inquiry into the circumstances attending ‘the 
collision between the two ships above named, whereby about 
100 lives were lott, and both ships sunk. 

H. R. Mansel Jones appeared for the Board of Trade, 

Phillimore and F. W. Raikes, for the owners andi captain 
of The Forest. 

J. P. Ingledew (solicitor) for the owners of The 
Avalanche. 

At the commencement of the proceedings 

Phillmore asked the court whether the inquiry was into 
the loss of life as well as the collision, or whether it wag 
confined to the collision. He suggested that under the noticg 
of investigation the inquiry could go only into the collision, 
There had already been an investigation into the loss of life 
before the coroner. 

The Commissioner said that the inquiry wa; into the 
collision, and also into the loss of life which was conse. 
quent on the collision. It was ubso'utely necessary that 
the facts attending the loss of life should undergo a second 
investigation trom the very nature of the jurisdiction of the 
court of inquiry. He added also that te had jurisdiction 
to hold inquiries in cases where there was no Loss of life. 

Upon Pim rising to ask quest’ons of the fir-t witness, 

Mansel Jones objectei to his appearance uyon the ground 
that he had veither filed an affidavit of interest under f. 8. 
nor obtained leave to appear und r r. 9. 

Phillimore also objected upon the ground that Pim hal 
not stated that his client was Mrs. Shields’ legal personal 
representative, and that Mrs. Shields’ life was a valuable 
life to him. 

The Commissioner said that rr. 8 and 9 were quite dis. 
tinct. R. 8 applied to persons having a pecuniary — 
who under that rule would have a right to appear, a 
would, on appearance, become parties to the proceedings, 
R. 9 was intended to meet the case of persons having a kind 
of public interest, such, for i. stance, as Mr. Plimsol!, whom 
the court might allow to appear. It would not, however, 
be extended indefinitely. He could not allow Captain Pim 


to appear without an affidavit of interest, but he would, . 


until Captain Pim obtsined the affidavit, put any questions 
to witnesses which Captain Pim might wish to have put. 

On the following day, 

Pim produced an affidavit stxting that Mrs. Shields’ 
busband was in New Zealand, and that her brother was her 
nearest relation in England. 

Subsequently there was soma discus:ion as to the order in 
which counsel shou!d be heard after all the evidence had 
been put in. 

Ultimately, the Commisstoner decide that Pim, being 
& ‘free lance,” prepared to go against any or all the other 
parties, should address the court first. 

Philiimore, for the master cf The Forest, followed, and 

M. Jones was heard last. 

‘ The Court found that the collision was caused by the 
fault of The Avalanche. It was «lso found that the master 
of The Forest was to blame in not handling his ship properly 
under the circumstances, and he was severely reprimanded, 








County Courts. 


WAKEFIELD. 
(Before Mr. Serjeant Tinpat ATKINSON, Judge.) 
Oct. 2.—Ezx parte Burns. Re Macredie and Evans. 
Preferential debt under onion 82 of the Bankruptcy Act, 


This was a motion under the 74th General Rule in Bank- 
ruptey, by which any creditor diseutiefied with the decision 
of a trustee in respect of a proof may apply to the 
court to vary or reverse such decision, Theapplicant Barns, 
for several yesrs previous to filing the petition in this matter, 








* Reported by R. G. ManspzEn, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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been engaged by the bankrupt Whitham as a workman 
ironworks, and at the time of the engagement it was 


- gade part of the contract of service that seven days’ notice 
- ghould be given by either side wishing to determine the 


Within a few days of the filing of the petition 

Witham a private meeting of his creditors was held, at 
Mob it was determined to close all active busines-, and 
dismiss at once the workmen employed, of whom Burns 
qasone. The wages of the men were paid in fall up to 
the day of dismissal —namely, on the 1st of March—but no 


| gotice was given, and no wages paid in lieu of the seven 


notice. The petition was filed on the 5th of Murch, 
nd on the 3rd of Jaly Burns sent in a claim to the trustee 
applying to prove for the sum of 30s. as a preferential debt 
under the 32nd section of the Bankruptcy Act, which pro- 
vides that all wagee, not exceeding two months’, of any 
labourer or workman in the employment of a bankrapt 
atthe date of the order of adjudication, shal! be paid in 
fall. The trustee rejected the claim on the ground that 


’ Burns was not entitled to notice from Whitham in order to 


determine the contract of service; and if notice was 


' geguired, then that he was not in the employ of Whitham, 


either at the date of the trustee’s appointment or at the 


date of the institution of the bankruptcy proceedings, and 


algo that the claim should have been for damager, and not 
for wages. 

Lodge (solicitor) argued for the plaintiff. 

Gainsford Bruce for the trustee. 


His Honour, after stating the facts of the case, as given 
above, said—With regard to the first two grounds of the 
rejection of the claim, I am of opinion that they are not 
tenable, Burns being entitled by the terms of the contract to 
seven days’ notice, and his being dismissed by the creditors 
before the petition was filed must be taken to be 
Whitham’s act, and constituted as between him and the 
discharged workmen a breach of contract entitling them 
fodamages. With regard to the remaining and principal 
question in the case, namely, is the 30s. claimed for wages 
milieu of notice a preferential debt within the terms of the 
Sind section, or damages F senage me under the 31st section, I 
tn see nothing in the facts which makes the claim any 
other than one for damages. The 32ad section in express 
tems gives a labourer or workman, for the first time, a 
daim to be paid in full for such wages as have, withia two 
months, become due at the date of the order of adjudication. 
The term ‘* wages ” has a well-understood meaning, namely, 
Aprice in money to be given for work and labour when 
teadered. In cases of breach of contract, where no liqui- 
dated sum is named as damage, the proof of damage lies 
upon the plaintiff, and he can only recover for as much as 
he proves, In the case of a servant dismissed without 
Mtice when notice was required to be givev, he wou'd in an 
tetion have to show that he had used due diligence in reek- 

for other employment, and had failed in obtaining it, or 
been obliged to work for less wages than those he had 

ly received, and would only be allowed to prove for 
difference. The fact that whatever was received would 
bein the nature of damages for breach of contract, and 
by no power of reasoning be said to be wages due for 
done, seems to me to be conclusive of the present 
The case of Ex parte Dear, Re White, 16 SouicrTors’ 
JounnaL, 674, is an authority in support of this view, and I 
taust therefore find that the trustee was justified in reject- 
the claim made by Burns for the 30s., as a preferential 
but think it ought to be altered and accepted as a 


 dhim for an ascertained amount of damage to be proved for 


Under the Sist scc:ion of the Act. No order against the 
t for costs. Trustee’s costs to come out of the estate. 
of applicant to be allowed up to the 6th of August, 

Gat of the estate. 
His Honour observed that he should not be at all sorry 


- Wehave this decision reviewed upon appeal. 
a ' ment ensued on the question of coste, in the 
agp See ‘ 


ich the | gentlemen eng in the case 
his honour that the had no wantee of carrsing 
the case into a superior court. 








Quarter Sessions, 


7.2 cere 


‘West Rivine or Yorksaize Quarter Sessions. 
Ost. 18.—Barron, Appellant, and The Justices of the West 
Riding of Yorkshire, Respondents. 

This was an app: al —ee a justices’ order made under 
the Public Healih Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), for the 
re-connection of a sewer at Mexborough. 

Shaw and Cadman ap; eared for the appellant. 

Forbes and Barker, for the respondents. 

Forbes and Shirley, for John Swallow, a party concerned. 

The appellant laid out land for building, preparing streets, 
and putting down sewers leading to the river Don. Mr. 
Swallow became the owner of a plot on which cottages were 
built, and made a connection with the sewer. A few weeks 
ago the appellant demanded from Swallow a pecuniary 
acknowledgment, which the latter declined to pay, where- 
upon the appellant cut off the communication; and the 
cottages being without drainage, a serious nuisance was oc- 
casioned.. Tne local board of Mexborough summoned the 
appellant and Swallow before the magistrates ; and an order 
was made against both (under section 255 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875), for the abatement of the nuisance, and 
re-connection of the sewer. It was now contended on the 
part of the appellant that the sewer was private property 
(under section 13), over which the local board bad no 
auth rity. ‘To this it was answered that the board were 
charged with the abatement of nuisances dangerous to 
health, and that under sections 94, 95, and 96, the order was 

It was insisted, moreover, that the public were not 
to wait until private individuals settled their disputes by. 
course of law. 

The Court adopting that view, confirmed the order, with 
costs. 








egal Pews. 


The Times understands that the following thanges are- 
propos d in the present system of registering letters:—From 
the Ist of January it is intended to reduce the registration 
fee from 4d. to 21, and to indemnify the owner, providei, of- 
course, all regulatioas have been complied with, to an ex- 
tent not exceeding 403.,in case of the letter or the con- 
tents being lost during transmission by post. It is hoped 
that this will save postmen from the temptations to theft, too 
often offered at present by the despatch of unregistered letters 
containing articles of value. From the same date the com- 
mission on money orders for leas than 103. will be raised. 
from ld. to 2d., the present rate being attended with a very 
heavy loss to the Exchequer. For the convenieace of persons- 
residing in the rural districts, the walking postmen who 
collect letters will, for the first time, receive for regis- 
tration and give a rec-ipt. 

Mr. Charles C. Ellis writes to the Zimes:—* Notwith- 
standing the notices that have from time to time appeared 
in the Times respecting the blovk of business at Jadges’ 
Chambers, things are daily growing worse there. 
Friday, for instance, a clerk of ours went to attend a sum- 
mons, and found that there was only one jadge sitting, and- 
he had 100 jadgment sammonses to dispose of, to say 
nothing of a large number of other summonses. Each of . 
these 100 summonses, in all probability, would ocoupy a 


serious, owing to the number of fatile attendances 
have to be made at chambers.” 


The Pall Mali Gazette, writing on “ 
mercy,” states that in England and W; 
and 1818, 1,196 persons were convicted 
and eighteea were hanged, that is, 
six. In fact, it was the recognized 
after the assizes, acd for the Recorder 
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ally, to report the very large majority of the prisoners 
ander sentence of death as proper candidates for pardons, 
Bat, although the granting of pardons was in some measure 
@ matter of course, it was not lightly done. The late Lord 
Ellenborough, who advocated in 1862 a retura to the mode 
of procedure which he recollected in force a quarter of a 
-century before, gave a description of it to the House of 
Lords. “On such occasions,” he said, “all the members 
-of the Government, with the addition of the Lord Chief 
Justice of the King’s Bench, were summoned to attend the 
Sovereign. The King was present at these meetings, and 
took part in the discussions which arose.’’ And he added, 
-of his own knowledge, “‘ that George IV. regarded this duty 
as one of the most important which he bad to discharge,” 
as in fact it was. It was only at the accession of her 
Majesty that a new order of things was introduced, be- 
cause “it was deemed expedient to render it no longer 
necessary for a youthful Queen to be present at the con- 
sideration of such questions.” Bat Lord Ellenborough 
contended that there was no reason why, with the excep- 
tion of the Sovereign’s presidency, the old rule should not 
‘have been continued. 








Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Covret or Masts H 
Date. yoni Rona. ™ V. O. Maxrms. 
‘Monday, Nov. 5Mr. King Mr. Holdship Mr. Latham 
Tuesday ...... 6 Farrer Teesdale Leach 
Wednesday.... 7 King Holdship Latham 
Thursday .... 8 Farrer Teesdale Leach 
Friday King Holdship Latham 
Saturday .... Farrer Teesdale Leach 


V.C. Bacon. V.0. Harn. Mr. Justice 


RY. 
Monday, Nev. 5Mr. PembertcnMr. Merivale Mr. Clowes 
Ward K 


Tuesday ..ee0s Milne oe 
Wednesday.... 7 Pemberton Merivale Clowes 
Thursday .... 8 Ward Milne Kee 
Friday ...... 9 Pemberton Merivale Clowes 
Satur“ay...... 10 Warl Milne Koe 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
List oF APPEALS FoR MICHAELMAS SitTTINGs, 1877. 
APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, 
1877. 
Mackett hy ee Herne Bay Commissioners app of defts VC B 
_ rl 

‘The Widnes Metal Co, limd, v Norwood and ors app of defts 
VC B—May 25 Shaw & anr v Norwood & ors app of defts 
V C B—May 25 

‘The International Financial Society vy The City of Moscow Gas 
Co TheCity of Moscow Gas Co v The Int#rnational Finan- 
cial Society app of the City of Moscow GasCo VC B— 
—May 29 (8 O for security) 

Butler v Butler app of plt Fry, J--June7 

Smith v The London and Westminster Loan Discount Co, 
limd app of plt in persun VC B—June 11 

Meller v Farlow app of plt M R—June 11 (S O for security) 

Wple -/ yee app of deft Fredk A Millbank VC H— 

une 

In re Nelly’s Trust. app of Wm Robertson & ors VC B-- 
June 15 

Boosey v Fairlie app of plts VC B—June 19 

Gurney v Dauglish app of plts V C H—-June 20 

Clark v Girdwood appof deft VC M—July 7 

Gaby vIrvine app of plt M R—July 12 

The —— Contract Cov McHenry app of deft VCM 

Rylands v Horrocks app of defts Geo Kilvington & anr from 
; c rf County Palatine ot Lancaster (Manchester District) — 

uy 

‘Chila v Child app of deft Wm Child from V C of Connty 
Palatine of ter (Liverpool District)—Jaly 30 

The Biewiaahem, Joint Stock Bank v Lea app ofdeft VCM 

Macdonald v Irvine appof plt VC H—July 21 

Newby v Sharpe app of deft Fry, J—July 21 

Condy v Mitchell app of plt VC B—July 24 

Blackburn v Taylor sppof deft M R—July 26 





German v Chapman app ofplt VC B—July 27 

Byrd vNuon app ofdeft Fry, J—July 28 , 

Allen v Bewsey app of deft Eliz M Bewsey V C H—July 3 

Morrell vy Cowan app of defts Fry, J—Aug 1 

MacAndrew v Barker app of plts M R—Aug 4 

Beale v Gwynne app of deft VC M—Aug7 

Widgery v Pepper app of defts V C M—Aug8 

In re The European Society Arbitration Acts app of the 
British Nation !.ife Assurance Society and anr from the An 
bitrator—Aug 9 

Mortimore v Slater app of plt VC B—Aug 9 

De Bussche v Alt app of deft VC H—Aug 10 

In re the Phosphate Sewage Co, limd app of the said Gp 
VCH—Aug 13 

Vale v Oppert app of deft Delbanco V C B—Aug 14 

Graham v Campbell app of deft Robert Campbell & any 
VC M—Aug 15 

Everett v Everett app of deft Fredk Everett V C M—Aug 


17 

In re The Stapleford Colliery C», limd app of Messrs Dann 
Bros V C B—Aug 17 

Bonnewellv Jenkins app of defts Fry, J—Aug 20 

Ashbee 1 eat app of defts Fiedk, Appleby & amr VOM 
—Aug 28 

Wien + Hodgson app of defts VC M—Sept 4 

In re The Pinto Silver Mining Co, limd, and Co’s Acts app of 
liquidators V C H—Sept 14 

Ridgway v The Hilton House and Red Moss Colliery Co, limd 
app of defts VC H—Oct 16 

Lees v Coulton Lees vClutton app of plts from order on f ¢ 
M R—Oct 16 

Haskins v Giebeler app of deft Lopes, J, sitting in vacn for 
VC H--Oct 17 f 

Lees vy Coulton Lees v Clutton app of deffs Hannah Lees & 
ors M R—Oct 23 

Inre The Manzhester Corporation Water Works and Improve. 
ment Act 1875 and Lands Clauses Acts, and In re John Hob- 
son, deceased app of Richard Hankinson and ors from VC 
of County Palatine of Lancaster (Manchester District) —Oct 
24 


Hatfield v Minet app of Sir Charles and Lady Stanley & om 
V © H—Oct 25 

The Odessa Tramways C >, limd v Mendel app of deft Fry, J~ 
Oct 26 

In re Cavendish, diceased Cavendish v Mundy app of pit 
M R—Oct 25 

Homer v Homer appof pli Fry, J-Oct 26 


From Orders made on Laterlocutory M.tions in the 
Chancery Division. 


In re Percy & Kelly, &, Iron Mining Co app of official liquida- 
tor (pi hd) MR—July 21 (SO 2nd mot day) 

In re ‘The Wedgwood Coal and lion Co, limd app of Alext B 
Anderson VC M—Aug 5, 1876 (restored, but not before 
Nov 7) ; 

Bagot v Easton app of pli V C B—Augl 

Paris v De Oleaga app of deft F de Oleaga VC H—Aug?2 

Smith v Lester aopof pls VC M—Aug 4 

In re The Caerphilly Colliery Cv, limd app of H E-Ormerod 
V C B—Aug7 

Earl Beauchamp v Skinner avpof plt MR—Aug 8 

Gould v The Hallamshire Steel and Filo Co app of defts MR 
—Aug9 (SO Nov 30) 

Freke v Ld Carbery app of deft Li Carbery M R—Aug 10 

In re The Santa Clara Silver Lead Mining Uo (Schubert's case) 
app of official liquidator VC B—Aug 11 

In re The same Co (Brown's case) app of official liquidator 
V CB—Aug ll 

Inre The Air Gas Light Co, limd app of official liquidator 
VC H—Aug i6 

In re The Englefield Culliery Co, lind app of E W Wingrove 
VC M—Aug 16 

In re The same Co app of Thomas Campbe'l VC M—Augié 

Burdan v The Birmingham Small Arms and Metal Co, limd 
app of defts VC H—Aug 22 

Noble v Preston app of defts The Perkins Black Lead Mine, 
lind VC M—Aug 24 


Faithfull v Ewea eppof W B Brook inperson MR—Ang? 


White v Boby “pp of plis VC H—Sep: 11 
In re The North Wales Narrow Gauge Rys Co and Ry Co's 
Act appoftheCo Fry, J, sitting as vacation judge—Sept 


18 
Evans v Williams app of plt VC H—Oct 27 


Orginal Motions. 


Wilson v Hodgson app of deft from V C Mulins application 
for security for costs } : 

In re The Englefield Colliery Colimd app of J W Wingrove 
from V C Malins application of official liquidator for security 
for costs 
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a 
‘Inre The same Co ep of Thomas Campbell from V C Malins 
~ pplication of official liquidator for security for costs 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
1877. 


(Remanets.) 
Carmichael (Trustees, &c) v Course order nisi for new trial 
granted AH 18, returnable before Court of Appeal—April 18 
v The London and North Western Ry Co app of 
defts from acre of Justices Mellor and Field on special 
~ ease—April 28 
Ward v Hobbs app of defts from judgt of Justice Mellor & Lush 


—Ma: 

Broadhead v The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co app of 
deft Co from judgt of L C Justice and Justices Lush and 
Manisty—May 8 

Clark v Molyneaux app of deft from judgt of L C Justice and 
Mr Justice Mellor—May 8 

The Real and Personal Advance Co, limd vy Beetham app of 
pits from judgt of L C Justice and Justices Mellor and Manisty 
—May 14 

Lewis Sent app of deft from judgt at trial before Mr Justice 
Hawkins—May 165 Lewis v Brass app of deft from new trial 
rule of Justices Mellor, Lush, and Field—June 4 

Pitfield y Rowland & aur app of defts from judgt of Justices 

. Mellor & Field—May 18 

Hooper & anr v Bourne & ora app of plts from Justices Mellor 
& Manisty—May 18 

(New Appeals.) . 

Waynes Merthyr Steam Coal, &c, Works, limd, v Morewood 
&Co ‘ 8pP of plt from judgt at trial before Mr Justice Lush— 
June 

Easton & anr v The Blyth and Tyne Ry Co app of plt from 
order of court by Justices Mellor & Lush—June 16 

Marsh v Gregory app of defts from order of court by Mr 
Justice Field—June 16 

Barkley v Longridge app of defts from judgt at trial before Mr 
Justice Manisty—June 18 

The Metropolitan Board of Works v The New River Co ap 
of | ae _ order of court on spc by Justices Mellor & Lush 
—June 

The Queen v The Principal, &, of Hertford College, Oxford 

p of deft in error from Justices Mellor and Lush—July 30 

Parry v Riddell app of plt from order of court by Justices 
Mellor and Field—Aug 7 

Underwood v Finch & ors app of deft Yapp from judgt at trial 
before Sir J Stephen—Aug 8 

Ockleston v Carswell & anr app of plt from judgt at trial before 
Lord Justice Bramwell—Aug 10 

Levy v Deacon “pp of plt from judgt at trial before Mr Justice 
Denman—Aug 15 

lewis v The Great Western Ry Co app of plt from judgt at 
trial before Mr Justice Lopes—Uct 26 
lor v Neville app of plt from judgt at trial before Mr 
ustice Manisty—Oct 26 


FROM THE COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
1877. 
(Remanets.) 
(80) Mayor, &c, of London v London Joint Stock Bank apP 
of deft from Lord Coleridge (26 Jan 1876 SO till issues of 


fact tried) 

(80) Kanitz v Scarborough & ors app of plt from judgt of 
Justices Brett & Grove on Feb 18, 1876—Feb 18 (S ri till 
—— for costs given) 

Dickson & ors v Reuter’s Telezraph Co, limd app of plts from 
judg of Lord Coleridge and Mr Justice Denman on demr— 


April 17 

Tebb v Lewis & anr app of plts from judgt of Justices Grove 
and Lindley—April 25 

The Standard Discount Co v Otard de la Grange appl of deft 
re pte of Lord Coleridge and Mr Justice Lindley— 


Lucas v Bramwell & anr app of deft Bramwell in person 
from judgt at trial before Mr Justice Lindley—April 30 

Chaloner vy Bolckow app of plt from judgt of Justices Denman 
and Lopes on special case—May 

Chillingworth v Grimble appl of deft from new trial rule of 
Justices Denman and Lindley—May 2 

Smith & ors v West app of pits from new trial rule of Justices 
Grove and Lindley—May 4 

Smith v Widlake & ors app of plt from judgt at trial without 
4 jury before L C Justice Cockburn—May 8 

v Betham & anr oe = deft Betham from judgt 

after trial before Mr Justice i) 10 

Birch vy The Watton and Swaffham Ry Co app of plt from 

Justices Denman and Lopes on special case—May 12 

The Union Bank of Lower Canada v Cole & ors app of deft 


from Justices Denman and Lopes on special case—May 14 





Harrison v Law app of deft from Mr Justice Grove on demr— 


May 16 

Grant & anr ¥ The Banque Franco-E jenne & ors of 
defts from new trial rule of Lord Coleridge and Justices e 
and Lindley—May 23 


(New Appeals.) 
Lege & anr v The Association of Land Financiers, limd es Se 
ag from new trial rule of Justices Grove and Lopes—May 
Roberts & aur v The General Steam Navigation Co opp of defts 
from new trialrule of Justices Grove and Lopes—May 30 
Armi & ors v The Northumberland Steam Shipping Co, limd 
app A from new trial rule of Justices Grove and Lopes 
ay 


Barnham v Francis & anr app of defts from new trial rule o f 
Justices Grove and Lopes—June 2 jpctiet) 

Schroder & ors v Mend] & ors app of defendants from new trial 
rule of Justices Grove and Lopes—June 9 

Buchanan, Williams, & Co v Berner & Co (Liverpool Dist. Reg) 
‘app of defts from judgt after trial before Mr Baron Huddle- 
ston—June 16 

Bayley & ors v Chadwick app of deft from new trial rule of 

rd Coleridge and Mr Justice Denman—June 19 

Seligman & ors, Trustees, &c v Huth & ors app of defts from 
order on special case by Justices Grove and Denman—June 22 

Lord Lonsdale v Caine & anr app of plt from order on ap c by 
Justices Denman and Lindley—June 25 

The Union Bank of London v Lenanton app of deft from 
judgt at trial before Mr Baron Pollock—June 

James & anr v Forster app of deft from judgt after trial before 
Mr Baron Pollock—June 27 

Bergheim v The Great Eastern Ry Co app of plt from judgt 
at trial before Mr Justice Manisty—July 6 

Collins v The a | and County Bank, limd app of pit from 
judgt at trial Mr Justice Lindley—July 6 

Stone v The same Bank appof plt from orderon spe by Mr 
Justice Liniley— July 6 

Goodhew v Williams the yongr app of deft from judgt at trial 
before Mr Justice Manisty—July 11 : 

Redrup & ors v King app of deft from judgt at trial before Mr 
Justice Denman (S O till security given) —July 20 

Shepherd & ors v Kottgen & ors app of defts from rule abso- 
lute for new trial by Justices Grove and Lopes—July 27 


FROM THE EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 
Norwood v The London and North-Western Ry Co app of defts 
from judgt of LC Baron and Baron Capes ca v June 4— 
esent LC J of England, L J Bramwell, and L J Brett 
Johnson v The Credit Lyonnais app of defts from judgt at trial 
before Mr Justice Denman Johnson v Blumenthal of 
deft from judgt at trial before Mr Justice Field (c a v June 
29—present L C J of England, L J Bramwell, and L J Brett) 


For Hearing. 
1877. 
Remanet.) 


( t 
Hyde v Warden app of plt from L C Baron and Baron Cleasby 
cav Jan 15) to be re-heard at Lincoln’s inn by order of 


une 30 
New Appeals. 
Bradley v Benjamin app of deft from Mr Justice Lush—May 30 
Swainson & ors v North-Eastern Ry Co app of plts from Barons 
Pollock and Huddlestone—June 12 
Baker v Mayor, &c, of Portsmouth app of plt from Barons 
Pollock and Huddleston—June 19 
Crowther & ors v Du Gillor app of plts from L C Baron and 
Baron Cleasby—June 19 Crowther & ors v Du Gillor app of 
= from L C Baron and Baron Cleasby—June 19 
Attorney-General y Lamplough app of deft from order 
dated 18th June, 1877, made on revenue side, discharging rule 
nisi to enter verdict for deft—June 25 
Bowring & ors v Tudor & Sons app of defts from Mr Justice 
Manisty— June 29 
Bagnall & Sons, limd vy Brown & ors exors of Sterling, decd. 
app of pits from Barons Pollock and Hawkins—July 10 
Marshall vy Le Feuvre app of deft from Barons Cleasby and 
Huddleston—July 10 
Mirabita v Imperial Ottoman Bank app of defts from Barons 
Cleasby and Huddleston—July 13 
Leyman v Latimer & ors app of defts from Barons Cleasby and 
ollock—July 13 Leyman v Latimor & ors app of defte 
from Barons Cleasby and Pollock—July 13 
Saunders v Commercial Assurance Co app of defts from L C 
Baron and Barons Cleasby and Huddleston—July 23 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION. 


For Judgment. 
Sotto Mayor, otherwise De Barros v De Barros (Diverce) 
(Queen’s Proctor intervening) app of petar from dismissal 
of Sir R J Phillimore (ca v July 20) 
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For Hearing. 
1877. is 

“Gladstone v Gladstone (Divorce) —- respt from: order of 
a. ve — Court, dated January, 1877—Feb 16 

y order 2 
vP otherwise Harris (Divorce) In Camera P of 
Peter John Harris from dismissal of the president—May 5 
&0 for sagen dM 

‘Ship Cybele, her Cargo & Freight—1876—O—No 519 The 
iwners of the Ben Achie & ors v The Owners of the Srheie, 
her Cargo & Freight app of defts from Sir R J Phillimore 

July 16 (without Nautical Assessors) 

“Shi ta —No 5,885 The owners of the Erminia Foscolo v 
‘The Owners of The Delta app of defts from Sir R J Philli- 
more (with Nautical dianans July 18 

“Ship Erminia Foscolo—No 5,961 The Owners of the Delta v 

Owners of the Erminia Foscolo cross app of p!ts from 
Sir R J Phillimore (with Nautical Assessors) July 18 

Ship Kepler The Owners of the Mirfield v The Owners of the 

er and Freight app of defts trom Sir R J Phillimore 
t Nautical Assessors) Aug 10 

Ship Peckforton Castle—1877—O 225 The Owners of the 
August v The Owners of the Peotforton Castle app of pits 
gag Sir R J Phillimore (without Nautical Assessors) Aug 


FROM THE LONDON COURT OF BANKROPTCY. 


In re Lloyd Ex parte Heritige pt hd 

Tn re Bowdor Ex parte Great Western Ry Co 
Ex parte Welchman 

Ex parte Moore 

Ex parte Davy 

Ex parte Stephens & Co 

Ex parte Crosbie 

Ex parte Clark 

Ex parte Vaucamps & ors 
—e London Joint Stock 


Ex parte Kelley 

Ex parte Field 

Ex parte Field 

Ex parte Glyn & Cé 

Ex parte Williams 

Ex parte Sheen 

Ex parte Edmonds 

Ex parte Sheffield 

Ex parte Sheffield 

Ex parts Bolland 

Ex parte London Joint Stock 
Benk - 

Ex parte Eyston & anr 

Ex parte Real & Personal 


In re Lavies 

In re Bedell 

In re Barber 

An re Swan & Co 
In re Kitchin 


In re Simmons 
dn re Low 

In re Low 

In re Kitchin 
In re Thompsen 
In re Sidney 
In re Edmonds 
In re Austin 
‘In re Austin 
In re Andersen 
In re Kitchin 


In re Throckmorton 

In re Henderson 
Advance Co 

Ex parte Mathison 

Ex parte Mathison 

Ex parte Thomas & anr 

Ex parte Shiers 

Ex parte Lows 

Ex parte McDaid 


N.B.—The above list contains Appeals set down to Saturday, 
October 27th, inclusive. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
List or Causes ror MicnwaeLMas SitrinGs, 1877. 
Before the Master or tue Rous, 

Causes (with Witnesses). 

Dean v McDowell c Chapman v The Carlton, &c, 

Freehold Land Society act 
& motn for judgt 
Lofts v Aga'e act 
In re Woolstencroft deceased 
Woolstencr ft vy Bancroft act 
Hall v Heath act 
Waterhouse v Gillespie act 
Hagerman v Walker act 
Harrison v Wearing act 
— vD’ Andria act (Manchr 


) 

Walker v Chadwick act 
Smalipiece v Timms act 
Clark v Bell act 
Claphan v Burt act 
Stour v Coles act 

Peek vy Trower act 

act 


Chemical Manure Co, limd 
v Scott act 


In re Cross 


Attorney-General v The Tal- 
bot Colliery Co act 

Mann v Balguy act 

| Formby v Cotton act 
Wigglesworth v Hillman mf 

judgt with wits by order 

Richardson v Harton act 

Engleheart v Wilson act 

Hi v Roberts act 

In re bert decd Jefferson 
v Bell act 

Durling v Lawrence act 

Winn v Bull act 

Mirehouse v Mirehouse act 

In re Roberts decd Roberts v 
Clay act 


England v Parker demr 

les v Scales demr 
Bahre v Murrieta fc (S 0G) 
Woodin v Glass fc 
Ward v Harding fe 
In re Isaacs decd Marks v 

Simmons fc 

Towne v King fe 
Woodward v Hobley fc 
Chick v Nicholls fc 
Quibampton v Going fc 
Williams v Dunstan f 


Curtis v Mackenzie fc 

Holmes v Holmes fc 

In re Fitzgerald, decd Adolph 
v Dolman fe 

Jones v Griffith c 

St Bartholomew Hospital v 
Phillips md 

White v Earl of Hardwicke 
act 

Bradbury v Bentley act (not 
before Dec 4) 

Bentley v Whalley act (not 
before Dec 4) 

In re Davison, deceased 
Davison v Tinsdale act 

The Belvoir and Pier Hotel Cv, 





Rhyl (limd) v Wynne act 
Jobling Railton act (not 
before Nov 10) 


—— 


Krehl v Burrell act 


In re Scott decd a 
po! Rosoman y 


Dickson v Patterson act 
Benjamin v Fearnley act 
Hallett v Hammond act 
Von der Heyde v Potter agt 
Porter v Lopes, Knight : 

Knight v Porter 

act and Counter Claim 
Comer v Crop act 
Emmerson v Moore act 
Visvount Portman v Newton 


act 
Maxwell vy Ward act 


Causes (without Witnesses). 


Perkins v Moojen m jad 

Stronach v Burroughs act 

Till v Barrow m jud 

Bayley v Kendrick act 

In re Ferguson, deceaced Fer. 
gus.n v Ferguson spc 

Reii v Buxton Cement C) ¢ 

Holme v Guy act 

Jensen v Sims act 

Smith v Mesher act and m jud 

Copland v Asphalte Wood 

avement Co act 

Peto v Rugg act 

Gibbs v Machin act 

In re Coward, deceased Coy. 
ard v Brooks m jud 

Kubr v Dauglish act 

In re Hamaton, deceased Can- 
non v Hamaton act 

Williams v Cook act 

Holt v Maitland Maitland y 
Holt orig ct and counter 

m 


clai 
Coyte v Pearse m jud pe 
In re Kerley, deceased 
v Bishop act (short) 
Winder v Cousin act 
In re Fowler, deceased Fowler 
v Fowler act 
In re Greenman, deceased 
Grrenman v Tanner spc 


Causes standing over. 


Thomson v Bennett act and 
m jud wits (jary trial 

Warner v Murdock urdoch 
v be yoy — act wits 
8 aljury 

ante v Smith act (jury 


trial) 
Hartopp v De Morgan Act 
jury trial 


deceased 
Fothergill v Fothergill act 
(evidence pot complete) 


g4 Fotherxill, 


In re Goodridge, deceased 
Goodridge v Goodridge act 
and m jud (evidence not com- 

_ plete) 

nre Robson, deceased Rob- 


De la Warr v Sackville dem 
Dear v Moffat m judgt 
Buker v Silvester act with wiis 
Spark v Lawrence c (restd) 
Eyre v Mercer c with wits 
offat v St James's Bank, 
limd Dear v Moffat cone 
acts with wits 
Edwards v Great Kastern Ry 
Co act wits 
ye gear v Bolton md 
v Hay, Bart c with wits 
Frewen v Hawilton c with 


w 
Reeve v Reeve © 

Parker v Reove co with wits 
Naylor v Goodall act with wits 





Tus-aud vy Elliston act 


I son v Robson act wits (80 

to amend 
i ostinholm m jud 

(S O to amend) 

ae. A Pryor act wits (S 0 
with liberty to apply) 

Adame v Durrant act wits 
(SO — imperfect 

Symington v Mairis Sym 
ton v Marris acta ood 

Cheffins v Hutt act (evidence 
not complete) 

Morray v Trollope act (evi- 
dence not comgiete) 

Culborne v Edwards act and 
m judg (S O to amend) 

Lewelyn v Tasker act (8 0 
Jan 1) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir Ricuarp MALINs. 
Causes for trial. 


san v sui act with be 
argreaves v Lewis ¢ 
vis 


Metzler vy Wood & Co act wits 
Bonnewell v Association 
inanciers fc and sums to 

vary 

Davis v Nathan act with wils 

Lancashire, &c, Railway Oo¥ 

Higgine act 

Parkinson v Ingleby act 

Aston v Mytton act with wits 

Mytton v Aston act with wits 

In reGrundy Astonv Mytton 
act with wits 

Banco de Lima v Anglo-Peru- 
vian Bank, limd o 
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fedman v Harris c 

Hams v Thomes c 

Filoock Vv © 

Baines V Murda & Co act 
pith wits 

Be Pratt act 
’ v Dunnett act 
with wits 

fiartley v Dilke m jud 

fore Stunt Barlee v Stunt 
act 

“Dencev Mason act with wits 
Cooke v Chilcott act Bristol 
DR 

Norton vL and N W Ry Co 
act with wits 

Blake v Allfrey md 

Blake v Mayor, &c, Newport 


v Muller act with 
wits 
Mathias v Wilts, &, Caral 
‘got 


Sheridan v Dicker act 
fnithv Chadwick act 
Sadler v Whalley act 
{a re Leach Leach v Leach act 
Dake of Kutiand v Tutin and 
re wt Dodd t 
v 8 ac 
Heater vClark c 


| Jackson v North-Eastern Ry 


Co act Nov 6 
Hamilton v Frewen fo 


Backhouse v Charlton act 
and m jud 
Viscount Petersham vBirkbeck 


fe and sums to vary 

ever on Cial Cov Mid- 
land Wagon Co act 

Hirst v Longwood Gas Co act 

Iw Conservancy Board v 
Button act 

Sage vCullier act 

Welle v London, Tilbury, and 
Southend Ry Cy act 

Inte pre. Ovey v Ovey act 

Kenny v Hollings aet 

Colin v Von Wallhoffen c 


Barker v Lindeay act 
Ames vy Caiogan act 
Kettlewell v Kettlewell act 
Dickins v Keneit act with 


wits 
Johnson v Wanless act with 
wits 


Jenney v Bell act with wits 
Tnre Aston Hughes v Aston 
act Nottingham D R 


Rose v Loftus act 

Bowden v Russell act 

Willis v Inglis fc 

Prat: v Drewry fc 

Harris v Harris m judgt 
(short) 

Lloyd v Dimmack act 

Siloox v Silcox m jndgt (short) 

In re Lightfoot Lightfvot v 
Macleay spc 

Foley v Vizard act with wits 

In re Sugden Sugden v Sugden 
act & m judgt 

Io re Smaling Johnson v 
Smaling fc 

Rudall 7 Nicols fe 

Taunton v Morris fo 

Wilson v Rhodes act with wits 

Gilbert v Smith fo 

Lord v Greenwood fc 

In re Cooper Cooper v Cooper 


fo 

Inre Dunnell Kinsey v Web- 
ber fo 

Bickerstaffe vy Whi:tiker m 
judgt 

Bentinck v Duke of Po:tiand 


m judgt 

In re Siderfin Standerwick v 
Ponsford act 

In re Fountain Sevens v 
Fountain f c & sums to vary 

Saunders v Hooper Hooper v 
Hooper fe . 

Wesley v Walker act 

Austin v Amburst act 

Mattinson v Tickell act with 
wits 

Hecley v Webster fe 

Dale v Attorney Gen fo 

Harouel v Preston act 

Austin v Austin a:t 

Slide v Hayden act 

Feit n v Bartlam fo 

Nichelis v Nicholas act 

Clark v Prive act 

Inre McCrea Mackrell ¥ Ful- 
ton m jud (short) 

Tull v Rooney act 

Broomfi liv Matthsws act 

Martin v Levett act 

Eland v Clirke f cons 

Adams v Coe act 

In re Eaton E:vton v Eaton 


m jud 
S.nith v Smith act 
Lloyd v Jones act 
Mellor v Daintree fo 
Jackson v Pocock fe 
Illingworth v Upward fo 
Thomas v Netilefold act 
Garner v Muore fc 
Dawson v Barclay act 


Causes standing over. 


grad v Penfold act (defec- 


ve 
Ramsden v Lister o (abated 
Bannett & Cu v edo © ) 
Wright v Baraett o 


Bugden v Cramp fc 
Murray v Crichton fe 
Duwning v Berridge c (S 0) 
Maretzek v Lucca c (S QO) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir James Bacon. 
Causes for trial. 


Hope v Gibbs dem 

Clark v Bullows md 

The Nant-y-Glo and Blaina 

“Tron Works Co, limd, v 
Curlton c wits 

am? Hartlepool Cullieries 
©v Moon ce wits 

Meon v Original Hartlepool 
Collieries © wite , 

Roberts y Williams act, wits 
VCH 


Cheaterfiold Colliers Co v Black 
act wits VCH 

Rolfev MoLaren act VCH 

Longbourne v Fisher act & m 
judgt wits 

Ta re Simuel, deceased Davis 
VJacobs act wits MR 


Smart v Prideaux act wits 
MR 

Heather v Pardon act wits 

Barna v Wilts, &o, Canal oc 
VCM 


Cooley v Belshaw o wite MR 
Wright v Wright cwitsMR 
Whitehead v Sandford act 
wits VCM 

Sutton v sage o wits MR 
Evans v Ball act wits MR 
Pyke v Cockle o wite MR 
Swinuburnev Hall o wits MR 
Dorling v Evans act wits MR 
Howatson v Mason o wits 
Naef v Davis o wits 


Dickens v Royal Aquarium, &o, 
Co a wits 


Meyer ¥ Sehacher act wits 

Tobin v-Harding act wits 

Millar v Stretton act wits 

B vLamb oc wits 

West v te act wits 

Blount v Mann act wits 

Tranter v Goodman co 

In re Ackroyd, Ackroyd v Ack- 

royd act 

Byron v Deacon c wits 

Lowe v Lowe act wits 

Nassey v Blackburn act 

In re Radford, Cartwright v 

Radford act Dudley D R 

Hope v International Financial 
Soc a 

Harris v Harris act 

O'Neil v Ronald a and mota 


judgt 
Wright v Colclough act wits 
Broad v Stapleford act wits 
Russell vy Temperance, &c., 
Society c wits 
Bowers v Lake act 
Still vCox act 
The London, &c, Bank v Bogle 
t 


ac 
Lister v Kilner act 
Toynbee v Cadogan, &c, Estate 
(lima) act wits 
Clark v Holyoake c 
Nicoll v Jones act with wits 
Inre Sinner Skinner vy Smith 


act 
Chester v G:egg act with wits 


Learoyds v Cashin act (SO 
G 


Fuentes-y-Horcas v Joseph. 
act (S O G) 

Iare McCiean vy Browa Brown 
v McCkaa c (S O G) 

Hester v Bandon c (SO G) 

De Reutex v Gillespie act (S 


e) 
ae v Venables dem (S 0 G) 
Crosbie v Parkes c (S O) 
Berlin, &c, C» v Phosphite 
Sewage C» ce (SO) 
Harris v The West London 
Imp rial Bailding Socie‘y 
act (S 0) 


Causes 
n ra Ledger Ledger v Ledger 
I demr of deft E Ledger 
Samev Sime demrot deft A 


Republic of Peruv Ruzo md 

Macfarlane v Lister act 

Surtees v Malet c wits 

Grave v Ditchfield act 
Manchester D R 

Prothero v Fox act 

Hunt v The City of London, 
&, Co act (jury trial at 
defts’ instance) 

Taylor v Cranwell act 

Dowdeswell v Dowdeawell c 
wits 

Fryer v Fryer c wils 

MoRae v Collis act 

Collis y McRae c 

March v Blake m judgt 

Gearns v Baker c 

Spotswood vy Walden act 


In re Hall Cadle v Gough 
act wits 

In re Wintle Wintle vy Wintle 
m jad 


Jagger v Jagger act wits 
he Palmer Fry v Palmer 


act 
Bridges v Bridges act wits 
Barrett v King act 
— v Jones act Manchester 


In re Nicholson's Estate 
McClosky v Brownbridge 
act wits 








March v Swinburne act and 


m jad 
Herring v Swinburne actand 


m 
Herding ¥ Blake act and m 


Waitay v Pearce act with 


wi 
Hamilton v Levien c with wits 
Levien v Levien c with wits 
Peter v Peter fo 
InreCox Cuxrv Davie fe 
In re Leonard Theobaid v 
Kiog act 
Ia re Radford Curteright v 
Raiford act (Dudley D R 
In re Snith Telawv Sai 
act with wits 
Levick v Rayner act 
Perrott v Davies fc 
Kuissev Svextman ast wits 
Brown v Green act 
Basham v Hatchiason act 
Devon & Smerset Ry v LES 
WRyC>» fe 
Knight v Knight 
wits 
Perry v Williams act 
Vanev Rip act 
White v White fc 
Comfort v Brown spec 
‘oma v Toms fc 
Breslauer vy Wilson act 
Swaoders v Jones Jones v 
Saunders act with wits * 
Ia re Marson,de:eased Lamb 
vLamb fe (short) 


act with 


Causes Standing Over. 


H — vSharp m judt (S 


North Cheshire, &c, Cou v Hus- 
band c (S O G) 

S.nith v Truscott c commi sion 
t> examine wits in Spiin 

In re Jones Jones v Jones 
act (oot to be in the pxper 
before anr act nt set down 

Bisham v Hutchinson ec (S 0) 

Jones v Heav.ns act (S 0) 

In re Latimer Atkinson v 
Latimer act (abated) 

— v Kilbura cc wits (S 

) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir CuanLEs HALL. 
for trial. 


Whidborne v Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners for England 
act 

C'ark v Morris a and m f 
j wits 

Fox v Fuster act wits 

Franklin v Furley act wits_ 

Hart v Sharpe act wits 

Shephard v Beane act 

Tanner v Sparks fc 

Yeatman v Yea'man act 

Fullick v Robertson act wits 

Newbery v Newton act 

Fullick v Fuallick act with 


wits 
Harris v Whitaker act with 
wits 
Henderson v Henderson 
Overton v Clark act 
ba v Wright act Hanley 


act 


Milla vy Capel c with wits 
Hatfield v Sidney act with wits 
Newport v Newport act with 


wits 
Milward vy Glen act with wits 
Holt v Hall act (jury trial) 
Dadi v Amery act with wits 
Ambrose v Aird act with wits 
Daley v Dickingon act t 
Pracock v Harper act with 
wits 
Barrow ¥ Millar act with wits 
In re Andrew Aadrew v Ward 


act 
Radkia v Sotheran act 
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In re Hay Farrow v Wilson 

act adj sums wits 
r) 

‘Wendover v Woolven ¢ with 
wits 

Im re Harris Milward v Ross 
act and m jud 

Hall v Marlow fc 

Inre Roberts Elliott v Hughes 


act 
Parkinson v Shearman spc 
Robinson v Greenfield md 
In re Hughes Roberts v 
Roberts m jud 
— v Beane m jud 
= bitter = Rigg act 
v Morgan act 
Letion v Knox act 
British Dynamite Co v Cape 
Copper, &e Co Nobels Ex- 
eg Co v Cape Copper, 
Co act, wits (jury trial 
at defts’ instance) 
Huntley v Iles act with wits 
Revell vy Leoni act 
Poole v Saunders act with 


wits 
Chaurain v Robson m judgt 
Lewis v Wildbore act 
Hurst v Cooper act 
Phillips v Piesse act with 


wits 
Bush v Cattlin m judgt 
Pocock v Grand Junction Canal 
act, wits 
a v Johnson act with 


wi 

In re Williams Gough v 
Williams act 

Brown v Osborn act with wits 

Bengall v Holden act (New- 
castle D R) 

Bowly v Edmonds act 

Thorp v Webster act with 


wits 

March v Blake act 

Ortigosa v Brown, Janson & 
Co act, wits 

In re Da Costa Da Costa v 
Da Costa m judgt 

Spencer v Hopkins & Co act 
with wits 

In re Berry Berry v Berry 
act and m judgt 

Francis v Alexander spc 

Gibson v Scarborough act with 
wits 

Sheffield vy Winkworth act & 
m judgt 

Lee v Lee m judgt 

Fisher vy Hughes act 

Attree vy Hawe fc 

Lee v Swanbourne act 

wy Workman act 

orrison v Swinburne m 


ja 

Pe Bilton act 

Hike v Dickinson fc & sums 
to vary 


Gibbs v Somerset, &e, Ry Co 


act 

Allenv Death fe 

In re Saunders Atwell v Blind 
School f co 

Beatson v Beatson fe 

In re Chennell Jones ¥ Chen- 
nell fe 

Laverton v Nash fe 

Fit dvCollins fo 

Blackstock v Blackstock -Ash- 
man v Blackstock fc 

In re Smeed Smeed v Smeed 


ac 

In re Dennes Busley v Den- 
nea fc and sums to vary 

Rees v Wigram act 

Housman v Housman fo 

Luke v South Kensington 
Hotel o 

Norwood v Hall act with 

its 


wil 

Gilbert v Price fc 

In re Skidmore Slade v Skid- 
more m jud 

In re Richmond Trew v 
Richmond f 


e 
— v Naden act & m judg 


wii 

Robinson v Robinson act with 
wits 

Morris v Somerset, &c, Ry Co 
act wits 

Godsall v Horne fc 

Viener v Wolfgang act 

Hare v Topham fe 

Tildesley v Harper act 

In re Bicknell Measau v 
Bicknell act 

Child v Stenning act 

Iure Bague Parnell v Parnell 


fc - 
Blundell v Liverpool, &c, Land 
Co act 


Reynolds v Reynolds fc 

Hughes v Maurice fo 

Frinneby v Martineau fc 

Harris v Gamble. act 

zHepat v Spiegel act 

England v Keily act 

Leigh v Ramweil act 

Smith v Pope fe 

In reMogg Saunders v Long- 
man fc 

Drew v Thompson act trial 

Haunnett v Burner fc 

Mercer vy Lawrence act with 
wits 

In re Pitman, deceased Tetley 
v Rutter fe 

Bell vy Turner fe 

In re Cockin, deceased Cun- 
ingham v Cockin act with 
wits 

Smith vy Passmore fc short 

Sheffield vy Eden m judg 

Malcolm v Smith act 

Gardner v Cowles fc 

Keene v Biscoe act 

Senior v Hereford fc 


Causes Standing Over. 


Rowley v Edwards dem (SO 
to —, 
Trowell vy Sheriton dem (S O 


to 
Marsh v act (abated) 


Beswick v B 
(wits before exmnr 

Baylis v Abens m d (wits 
before exmr) 

Macfarlane v Lister act trial 


md 


In re Sweatman Sweatman v North London, &c., Skating 


Alams act 


Shioer v Burtenshaw {can 


A ed Greenhow Greenhow v 
Armitage m judgt 


& Rink v Burrows co 


Titehall v Gardiner o 
Preston v Etherington c (80) 
Fielding v Chariton act 
Foljambe v Works of Local 
of Health m judgt 
pt ha 
Eynon v Hellard act 
Lound v Jones m judgt 
act 


Donisthorpe v Donist fc 
= v "Bromige pong tN 
wits 


_Mozley v Carrie 
its 





Before Mr. Justice Fry. 


———> 


Causes for Trial. a 


Saunders v Dunman aet (S 0) 
Johnson v Dallas oc (de- 
fective 


Glamorgan 

Co, limd act trial (pt hd) 
MR (S O for Engineer’s 
Report) 

The General Insurance v 
Kuhner VCH. 

Dance v Dabbs act with wits 
VCM 


Dawson v Dawson o,V CH 
Siegert v Findlater act V CM 
Platt v Kershaw act VCH 
Litton v Litton act VCH 
The Briton Medical & General 
Life Association v Jeffries c 
wits MR 
Attorney-General v Biphos- 
phated GuanoCoc VC M 
Saner v Wellsted act VCH 
Wellsted v Richards act 
VCH 
Sankey v Williams act wits 
Vv 


CM 

Hayne v Laurie Milbank Co 
act wits H 

Hart v Swaine actM R 

Attorney-General v Gas Light 
&e, Co awits VCH 

Lobley v Talbotac t VCH 

Broadhead v Hutchinson a 
wits VCH 

The Oriental and American 
Telegraph Co, limd, v Dodwel 
c wits R 

Garling v Royds c VCH 

Blagg. v Marshall act, wits 

R 


Cockshott v The London 
General Cab Co act, wits 
MR 


Witty v Spurr act wits 
Gillespie v The Hanpehtad 


North Wilts Banking Co 


B ie Geoh Sl 
raich ate, & 
Robins a wits MR” * 
Giles v Edwards c wits VOH 
Tunstall v Close o wits MR 
Richardson v Budd a wits MR 
Pearson v Scott act wits 
The Blackburn Union y 
act wits 
Elliott v Plain act wits MR 
Robin:on v Duleep Singh agp 
wits M 
Palmer v Cook act wits VCH 
Nicholson v Drury Buildings 
Pe Estate 4 —e MR 
aze v Hopw act 
vOR P wits 


Morgan v Eglin act wits MR 

Lee v Mills act wits VCR 

Braham v Beachin act wits 

act wits 

Magdalen Hospital v Kno 
act wits MR 

Debenham v Lacey act wits 

. VCH 

Smith v Whichcord act wits 
VCH 

Evans v Debenham act wile 
VCH 

Luker v Dennis act wits 
MR 


MR 
Busby v Watkins 
VCH 


The Linoleum, &c, Co v Naira 
act VCH 
Cockle v Joyce co VCH 


Transferred from Vice-Chancellor MALIns, by Order of 27th 


uly, 
act with 


wi ‘ 
Huntley v Sanderson act with 


wits 

Huntingdon v Thompson act 
with wits 

Duignan v Storer act 

Brumby v Lumb c 

Sworden v Jackson act with 
wits 

Herman v Doerks 
wits 

Cupper v Cochrane act with 
wits 

Giona, & Co v Dalgairns o 
with wits 

Pilley v Baylis c with wits 

Tabor v Brooks act 

Eldridge v Burge:s act with 
wits 


act with 


In re Blakoway Simcox v 
Blakeway act 

James v Crow act with wits 
Burt v Gen Auction, & Co 


act 
In re Allen Rylands vy Allen 
m jud 
Berridge v Gunn o with wits 
Maes v Hesketh act with 


wits 
In re Garland Garland v 
aay 4 act 
Dallas vy Bonnewell act wits 
Gardner vy Woodhouse act 
with wite 
Inre Tyrie Toll v Tyrie act 
Glover v Leigh act with wits 
Wollaston vy Wollaston act 
haw v Ford o 


1877. 


Richards v Revitt act with 
wits 


Booker v May act 
Dyer v Stamp act with wits 
Sykes v Fri act 

udson v Buck act with wite 
Ashley v Taylor act with wits 
Quick v Tresidder act with 


wits 
Fallwood v Fullwood act . 
Scragg v Toy act with wits 
Phillips v Bolton act 
Harris v Follitt act 
Robinson v Chadwick act 
Edwards v West act 
Webb v Webb act and m 
judgt 
Harris v Follitt act trial 
Kronheim v Johnson act with 
wits 
In re Rawstron Pickup ¥ 
wetron act 
In re Tuite Dolman vy Den 
son act with wits 
Steuart v Gladstone o 
oe Lawrence _ wits 
Horden v Longmead act 
In re Williams Bull v Rodwell 


act 

In re Hewitt Hewitt v Howitt 
act with wits 

In re Pratt Miles v Price 
act with wits 

Lees vy Patterson act 

So ee 
ndip, &c, Co v 
Load, &e, Co act with wits 


The above list contains causes set down to Sat rdvy October 
e. 


27, incl 
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MIDDLESEX.—MIcHAELMAS SiTTING, 1877. 
‘This list contains all actions entered in Queen’s Bench, 
Common Pleas, and Exch r Divisione, in which notice of 
frial has been given; and also all actions in the Chancery 
Divisions, in which notice has been given of trial before a judge 
go jury, up to end including the 2nd of November, 1877. 


LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
1 ca (Lewin & Co) v Metropolitan Ry Co (Burchells) 


2 Hall (In Person) v Gill (Rickards & W) 
$ Adams (A Greaves) v Jesling, sued, &c. (R Preston) 
4 Slade & anr (Roy & aa v Ross (Hollams, Son, & C) 
6 Beeton (Milward & W) v Mason (Mead & D) 
6 Girdlestone (F. S. Gosling) v Lewis (In Person) 
7 Dickson (Wilkinson & Son) v Reeves (G W Digby) 
8 West (Meynell & P) v De la Warr (Cops & Co) SJ 
9 Woo!f (R & E Bastard) v Harris & Co (A Pualbrook) 
10 Phillips (E. Lee) v The New Zealand Shipping Co, 
limd (Hollame, Son, & C) 
11 Morrell (A S H Jones) v Statham (T A Tibbits) 
12 Pertwee (G. B. a Kettner (W Venn) 
13 Morgan & anr (Hume, B & B) v Norncott (W Evans 
& Cooke) 
QB 14 Warne (Hicklin & W) v London Tramways Co, limd, 
Ashurset & Co) 
OP 15 A L P Eyre & Co) v Moffatt & aur (J G@ Wat- 
son) © 
fx 16 Brown (S R Hoyle) v Lawes’ Chemical Manure Co, 
limd (Freshfields & W) SJ 
Ex 17 Ball (luncan, M W & G) v Moore (Crowdy & Son) 
Bx 18 —— & anr (Peacock & G) v West (Lewis & Lewis) 


FES SSSSerrer & 


Ex 19 Beach & anr (Whateley, M & W) v Davenport (Davies, 
C & Co) &J 


) 

OP 20 Torres sae G & H) v Cordner (Foss & L) 

Bx 21 Reilly (H Sydney) v Ransson (C G Scott) 

QB 22 Walker & Smith, limd (Paterson, S & B) v Mackenzie 
(Hollams, Son, & C) SJ 

QB 23 Neumann (A A Silberberg) v Bogle (Taylor & Son) 

Ix 24 Hickey (Belfrage & M) v Montefiore (Lewis & Lewis) 

25 Creed (A J Murray) v Millett (Roscoe, H & 8S) 

26 Wilson (Cuurtenay & C) v Gleig (W H Smith) 

B 27 ~— & anr (J W Hickin) v Pymen, Bell, & Co (Scott 


C) 

CP 28 Peile (G Bugte) v Ashwin & anr (S G Ashwin; J V 
Fravklin) § 

CP 29 Rathbone & anr (Ellis & C) v Poole (Spyer & Son) 

Kk 30 Card & anr (Barron & P) v London Steamboat Co, 
limd (E Hughes 

CP 81 The Real and Personal Advance Co, limd (Dillun- 
Webb & K) v Wilkinson & aur (Stevens, W & H) 

CP 32 Matthews (Digby & Liddle) v Cramer (G S & H 


Brandon) 
CP 33 Kirby (F Norton) v Lacey (Evans & Eagles) 
QB 24 Moss (Chapple & W) v Pape (Gregory & Co) 
$5 Dear (Parker & B) v Strike (Masterman, H & Co) SJ 
36 Same (Same) v City Offices Co, limd (Same) SJ 
87 Colman (G R Dodd, jun) v Whelan (Prior, B C & A) 
38 Mostyn (TG vs v Richardson (Bicknell & A) 
89 Elliston & Co (G@ Davis, Morgan & Co) v Hirschell 
(J Knight) 
40 Redden (ft Wood) v London, Brighton & S U Ry 
Nort: n, R & Co) SJ 
41 Vaughen (Pritchard, E & Co) v Clements (Talbot & T) 
42 Williamson (Clapham & F) v The Vestry of St Mary, 
I+] ng ton — & J) 
Barnes (J R MacArthur) v Jones (E Warriner) 
Flannagsn (C V Field) v Crews (Webster & G) 
Nichols (R Metcalf) v The Midland Railway Co (Beale, 
M & B) SJ 
Nichols: n (R B Johnson) v Day & anr (A F& R W 
Tweedie) 
Sane (Same) v Dawson (Same) SJ cons act 
Rees (Evens & E) v Davies (Hickling & W) 
Nash (H 'l Robert) v Searle (D Birt) 
Andrews (E Nort:n) v Williams (Norris & Co) 
— (Wilk’ns, Blyth & F) v Friendlander (L Gold- 


) 
1 Callender (T Cree) y Callender (Crowdy & Son) 
2 Flint (J & H Muskett Yetts) v Priddle (Hurford & T) 
53 Meux & Co (Hunter, G & vig Be Oxenham (J C Hal!) 
54 Sutt n (Symes & Son) v The British Equitable Avsur- 
ance Co (H Gover) 
e 55 Bonnett (In Person) v Sianley (Routh & 8) 
P 66 Hillyer (G H Finob) v Curme fr w rae 
Chy 67 Thomeon (J & Fox & Oo) v Bennett & ors (H. Wright ; 
ater 
he 68 Kendrick 1 J&P Fenterpeme) v Searth (Torr & Co) 
59 Government Security Fire Insurance Co (W M Flegg) 
v Clucas (Ashuret, M & Co 


Q 
Q 
Q 


& cee GF F SESre 
& ars 


S6E5 


orer reer 
aon 


CP 60 Scott (Ch eP)e 
— As i & P) v Maritime Pass ngers, &o, 


Jo (Harrison & Son) 








x 61 Hare (Torr & Co) v Claret (H W Davie) 

62 Whatley (R H B Macmullen) v Ferguson & anr 
C Butterfield; H S Smith 

63 Simon (Cheston & Sons) v Rieman (Cordwell & T) 

64 Lyle (A A Silberberg) v Wilson (Lumley & L) 

65 ord (Cordwell & T) v Merifield (Austin, De Gex, 


‘0 
66 Hall (Hilleary & T) v Whiting (Woodbridge & Sona) 
67 Jenkins & ors (E Peacopp) v Morgan (R J Child) SJ 
68 Grantham (Guecotte & Co) v Cochrane & ors (J J Irving) 
69 Velati & Co (W F Stokes) v L Braham & Co (E Lee 
P 70 a (Lewis Pass) v Crawshay (Vizard, Crowder, 


Co) 
Ex 71 Tomlin (H F & E Chester) v The Margate Aquarium 
Co, limd (Harrisons) 

B 72 Upington (D Keane) v Holman (C E Abbott) 

73 Sampson (In Person) v Lock (H Dinn) 

74 Roffey (Jones & Co) v Cox (H M Ody) 

75 Langston (Shum & Co) v Salter & anr (Gowing & M) 

Ex 76 Lee (H W Elcum) v Lock (H Dinn) 

Ex 77 Ratcliff (C Harcourt) v Lynn (2 J Pullen) 

QB 78 Truss (C A Emmet) v Sanderson & anr (Johnson & W) 

Ex 79 Bright & ors (Hargrove & Co) v The Telegraph Con- 
struction, &c, Co (Bircham & Co) SJ 

CP 80 Oldfield (C C Ellis & Co) v The i angham Sk.ting Rink 
Co, limd(Crook & 8) SJ 

Ex 81 Betts (W T Boydell) v Macartney (W H B Pain) 

Ex 682 Binns, edministratrix (Berry & Binus), v Carroll (H 


66 o8 
hon th 


Qofoee a 
ag al 


F =hokor =) 
wi 


W Lindus 

QB 83 Inman (J W Hickin) v Craven (Pattisor, W & Co) 

Ex 84 Goodwin (J M Green) v Osborne (W Hicks) 

Ex 85 Davies (Wyatt & B) v Foakes (Tilley & S) 

C P 86 Widdowson (R W Busby) v Booth (Risley & S) 

Ex 87 Berridge (Willoughby & Cox) v Roberts (Harris & 
Godwin) SJ 

QB 88 Braunker (W Venn) v Nash & avr (G & A Lindo) 

QB 89 Milton (J B Fenton) v Roberts & anr (C W Hird) 

Ex 90 Spicer & ors (Hewitt & A) v Giles (Ashley & Tee) 

Ex 91 Jones (F Hatten) v Connan (G Johnson) 

Ex 92 Hart (TR Apps) v Braithwaite (Kingsford & D)S J 

C P 93 Harwood (R Davies) v Metcalfe (Field, R, & Co) 

QB 94 Fournet (G Whale) v Tench & anr (T W Parkes and 
J Cann & Son) 

Ex 95 Gilbart (T W Goldring) v Cridland (Tilley & S) 

96 ay & ora (Tilleard, G & H) v Marsland (ia 


° 


) 
erson 

QB 97 Field (fT Donnithorne) v Duke (Venn & Son) SJ 

Q B 98 White, Tru:t:e, &c. (Linklater & Co) v S Lewis & Co, 
M Shephard) 

C P 99 Barltrop (Peckham, M & P) v Berresford (Glynes, Son 

CP 


& C) 
100 Weir & Co (Edward Lee) v Dewrance & Co (J A 
Rose) SJ 


101 O’Brien (Woodrvoffe & P) v Grove, lst Action 
(Elmslie F & S) 

102 Same (Same) v Same 2nd Action (Same) 

Ex 103 Smith (Nisbet, R & D) v Judd (Allen & Sen) 

QB 104 Brown (Merriman, M, & Co) v Elkington & ors 

(Lumley & L) 

105 Horner (H B Clarke & Son) v Codd (Allin & G) SJ 

Q B 106 Filewan (J Frost) v Brodriv (Smith & H) 

Ex 107 Roques & anr (Lumley & L) v Crole (Chorley & C) 

108 Chase (F L Soames) v Spiers (G & W Webb) 

Ex 109 Taylor (Scott & B) v London, Brighten, & South Coaat 
Railway Co (Beale, M B & G) 

QB 110 Adams (A J Miles) v Reynolds (G M Cooke) 

Ex 111 Ancram (T Durant) v Grever (H H Mason & Son) 

Ex 112 Grover (H H Mason & Son) v Ancrum (T Durant) 

Ex 113 The Credit Foncier of England, limd (E Andrews) v 
Duckett (W F Nokes) 

Ex 114 Duckett (W F Nokes) v Gover & ors (J D Gover) 

QB 115 Grasmeder (Clapham & F) v Mavning & ors (Hicks 


A) 
Q B 116 Sanders (Milne, R & M) v Patchett (Rogerson & F) SJ 
C P 117 Co-operative Mining Society, limd (Ashurst, M & Co) 
v Skoines (Kearsey, Sun, & H) 
Ex 118 Green (Smith & H) v McDiarmid (S Toppin) 
QB U9 Taylor (Hurford & T) v Lloyd's Banking Co, limd. 


(Sharpe, P&C) 
Ex 120 Chaldecott (Hunters, G & Co) vy Amaler (C A Swaine} 


sy 

121 Walford & Wife (EH Padmore) v Randall (M Rodwell) 

Ex 122 Dixon (Lucas & Son) v Green & ors (M Shephard) 

Q B 123 Whitaker (J Frost) v Breffit (W Maynard) 

124 Clifford Eskell (M J Pyke) v Vartey (@ M Cooke) 

Chy 125 Williamson (Pritchard & Sons) vy Millward (Guil- 
laume & Sons) 

126 Munster (Ward, M W & L) v Brock & Olah (Ford 
L&BdJ tyme | 

Chy 127 Cooper (H Wright) v Castle (In Person) 


(To be Continued.) 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Nov. 2, 1877. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


3 per Cent. Consols, 963 Annuitias, April, "85, 9} 

Ditto for Account, Dex. 9F Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Do. 3 per Cent. Reduced, 95} Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct. 4 dis. 
New 4 per Cent., 95} Ditto, £500, Do, 4dis. 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan, 94 Nitto, 2100 & £2tc, 4 dis. 

Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. °94 Bank of England Stock. — por 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. 73 Ct, (last half-year), 260 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 Ditte for Account. 











Sate or A Rattway.—On Wednesday there was a large 
attendance at the Auction Mart of capitalists and others 
interested in railways, on the occasion of the sale by Messrs. 
Edwin Fox & Bousfield of the railway between Swansea aud 
the favourite sea-side resoris of its inhabitants, Oystermouth 
and The Mumbles, places which are known to visitors to the 
cCoust of South Wales as not being without attractions even 
to other than residents. The railway or tramroad is six 
miles in length, and there is power to work the same by 
steam, @ very neat locomotive being in use, although horses 
are more generally used at this season of the year. The 
auctioneer described the property to bo freehold, the per- 
manent way to be in good order, and that at present the 
line was worked by a company at a rental of £1,600 a year, 
buta buyer could probably have actual possession and work 
it himself. The first offer was £10,000, and the biddings 
advanced but slowly up to £20,000, when a somewhat more 
brisk competition set in, and the property was ultimately 
sold for £31,000. 





MARRIAGES AND DEATHS. 
MARRIAGES, 
Paxton—LamBert—Oct. 25, at Berwick-upon-Tweed, John 
Paxton, of Liverpool, solicitor, to E line Helen Margaret, 
daughter of the lute Peter Lambert, of London, and Berwick- 
upon-T weed. 

Witxes- Cottin—Oct. 30, at Wendens Ambo, John Wilkes, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to Lucy, daughter of 
Joseph Thomas Collin, of Wendens, Saffron Walden. 


DEATH. 
Dawnret—Oct. 26, Robert Farrimond Daniel, solicit ir, Leeds. 











LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fripay, Oct. 26, 1877. 
Clabon. John Moxon, and Francis Fearon, solicitors, 21, Groat George 
st, Westminster. Oct 24 
‘ Tugsapay, Oct. 30, 1877. 
Astor, John Partington, and Charles Aston, Manchester, solicitors, Oct 


Sparke, Alfred, and Cecil John Mercer, solicitors, Ramsgate, Oct 27 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Fripay, Oct. 26, 1877. 
Limirep ts Caancery. . 

Brighton Livery Stables Company, Limited.—Petition for winting up, 
presented Aug 30, dire:ted to be heard befo-e V.C. Bacun, on Nov 3. 
Harper and Co, Rvod lane, sol.citers for the petitioner 

Niger Merchants, L'mited.—Petition for winding np, presented Oct 23, 
directed to be heard before V.C. Bavon, on Nov. 3. Trinders and 
Co, Bishopsgate st, Within, solicitors for the petitioners 

Oakham Collieries Compiny, Limited.—Lopes, J., has, by an order 
dated Aug 28, appointed Alfred Good. Poultry, aud Charles Frederick 
Finney, Saint George’s crese nt, Liverpool, to bo official liquid tors. 
Creditors are :equired .on or before Nov 23, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debte or claims to ths above, 
Fricay, Dec 7. at 11, is appointed for bearing and adjudicating upon 

Oath Gate tenes Werte Company, Lied 

agon Works any, Limited.—Pe! ition for winding u 
presented Oct 19, directed to be heard befo-e V.9. Hil’, on Nov 3° 
Greenfield, Lancaster p. ace, Strand, agent for Leech, Derby, solici- 
tor for the petitioner 

Pennant Vale Slate Quarry and Copper Mine Company, Lim'ted.—Fry, 
J., has, by an order dated Sept 18, appointed Thomas Chambers, 13, 
Queen et, Albert gq, Manchester, to be officia’ liquidator 


Turspay, Oct 30, 1877, 

. LIMITED In Crancery. 

Japanese Curta’ns and Patent Fabric O-mpar y, Limited.— Pctition for 

winding up, presented Oct 23, directed to be heard before V.C. 
Malins, on Friday, Nov 9. Courtnay and Croome, Gracechurch st 

Lyitles Cast St-el Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 

senred Oct 29, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, on Nuy 9. 

Hewlett, Essex st, Strand, solicitor for the petitioner 





———S 
Northfield Iron and Tyre Company, Limitei..—Petition for winding yp 


presented Oct 25, directed to be heard before V.C. 4a'l, on Noy 16. 
Maples and Oo, Frederick’s place, Old Jewry, agents for Nichotsgy 
and O», Wath-upo \-Dearne, solicitors for the petitioner ‘ 
Scilly Islands Telegraph Company, Limited.—Tae M.R. has fxg 
Monday, Nov 12, at 12, for the appointment of an official liquidator 


Towcester C mpany, Limited.—Petition for windinz up, preseneg 


S-pt 21, directed t» be heard before the M.R. on Nov 10. T, 
and Lake, Serle-s:reet, L nzoln's ian fields, agents fo: Wragge ang 
Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the petitioners 


Friendly Societies. 
Toespay, Oct 30, 1877. 
Friends to Loyalty Banefit Society, Berkeley Arms Tavern, John sty, 
Berkeley sq. Oct 23 


Bankrupts. 
Frivay, Oct. 26, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Rezistrir, 
To Surrender in London. 
Pasmore, John © » Kentish Town rd, Hosivr. Pet Oct 22. Hazlitt, 
Nov 12 at lt 
Solano, R , Celvills terrace west, Notting hill, Pet Oct 25, 
Brougham. Nov 13 at t1 
Winn, Charles, Cup:hall buildin gs, Stockbroker. Pet Oct22. Huzlitt, 
Nov 5 at 12 


Be'l. Williim 
Liverpool, Nov 12 as 11,20 

Sarah, Frederick, Probus, Oorawal', D-ap:r. Pet Ort 23. Chilcott, 
Truro, Nov 7 at 11 

Wilkins, William Pres‘wool, Buckingham, Hiy Daaler. Pet O2t 21, 
Watsen. Aylesbury, Nov 8 at il 


Torspay, Oct. 30, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts tu the Registrar, 
fo Surrender in London, 
Philp, Thomas, Aldermanbnry, Merchant, Pst Oct 25. B oagham. 
Nov 14 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country, 


To Surrender in the Conntry. 

Blacklock, David, Middlesborough, Draper. Pet Oct 25. Crosby, 
Middlesbororough, Nvv 15 at 2.39 

Jackson, William, Hartshead-cum-Clifcon, York, Quarryma. Pet Oct 
27. Rankin. Halifax, Nov 15 at lt 

Lewis, William James, Jxm-s William Lewis, Thomas Morgan Lewis, 
and Rees Frederick Lewis, Ystradyfodwg, Glamorgan, Grocers. 
Pet Oct 26. Spickett. Pontypridd, Nov 13 at 10 


BANKRUPTCIE3 ANNULLED. 
Tvrspay, Oct. 30, 1877. 
Gi'l, William C!arke Manchester, Estate Broker, Oct 22 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrpay, Oct, 26, 1877, 


Allen, George, Southamp:on, Ga-fitter. Nv 2 at 3 at offices of Shute, 


Porland st, Southampton 


Anelay, Charles, Doncaster, Mas n. Nov 7 at 11 at offices of Shirley, » 


and Co, St George ga'e, Voncaster. Burdekin and Co 

Arnold, Henry, B-istol, Painter, Nov 12 at 12 at offices of Hobbs, Clire 
st, Bristol 

Aspinall, Saptimus William, Doncaster, Labourer. Nov 9 at 4 at off sas 
of Fliis, St George gate, Doncaster 

Atkinson, Thomas Fairhurst, Kaot Mill, Manchester, Aerated Wa‘er 
Manuficturer. Oct 14 at 3 at the Thatche! H»ase Ht:l, New Mar- 
ket place, Manchester. Evaus, Manchester 

Aylmer, George, St Michiel, Nurwich, Butche>, Nov 8at 3 «t offizes 
of 8.dd and Linay, Theate st, Norwich 

Ba 1 John, Finchfield, nr Wo'verhampton, Grocer. Nov 8 at 3 at 
offices of Sirk, North st, Wolverhamp'on 

Barlow, Altred, and Louisa Barlow, Dudley, Worcester, Licenssd 
Victuallers. Nov 9 at 1! at offices of Skakespeare, Church st, Uid- 
bur 

Sestinner, John William, Stroud, Stationer. Noy 2 at 2 at flees of 
Smith, Lincoln's inn fieids, Jackson, stroud 

De Bary, Charles Willian Radoiph, Rectory rd, Stoke Newington, oat 
of business, Nov 7 at 12 at offices of Plunkett, Gutter lane 

Bateman, John toster, Leeds, Draper. Nov 6 at 3 at otficss of Granger, 
Bank st is 

Benham, Jason Willian, Baker’s row, Whitechap2l, Grocer. Nov 10 
st 11 at offices of Tnwaites, Basinghall st. Fulch2r, Horto. rd, 


Hackney 

Birks, Wiiliam, Burslem, Stafford, Boot Maker. Nov 6 at 3 at offices 
of Hollinshead, Tunstall 

Blakeley, Colbeck, Batley, York, Rag Merchant. Nov 9 at.3 at offices 
of Wooler, Exchange building, Baviey 

Bocking, Ciemeut Joshua, Buckhu'st hill, Essex, Pianoforte D:aler. 
Niv 21 a: 2 at offices of Nash ant Field, Queen st 

Bottomley, Frederick Wiliam, Dop-ford, Accruntaat, Nov 5at iat 
offices of Lockyer, Deptfurd bridge 

B uillancy, Adoiphe, St Ann's court, Soho, Forniture Manufacturer. 
Nov 12 at 12 at offices of Fisher and Co, Leicester sq 

Bradley, Harry Herbert, Rochdal+, Tailor, Nov 12 at 3 atthe R ilway 
Hovtz1, Milnrow rd, Rochdale. Worth, Rochdale 

Brierley, James Bentley, Great Driffield, York, Sewing Machine 
Penner. Nov 5 at 2at offices ot White, Exchange st, Great 

Me} 





Dri : 
Ba: gess, George, Gibson sq, Is\ington, out of business, Nov 9 at 2 at 
othors of Swaine, Cheapsid > 
— Ann, Tynemouth, Northumberland, Loiging Houss Keeper. 
Nov 


at 2at officss of Hoyls and Co, Collingwood st, Newc tle — 


» Liverprol, Merchant. Pet Oct 24. Coopsr, 


j 


upon-Tyne } i 
Cartwright, Charles Talbot, Wolverhampton, out of business. Nov 9 


at 3 at offices of Da'luw, Queen sq, Wolverna npton 


Cartwright, John, Hundieby, Lincoln, Butcher. Nov 5 at Sat the — 


White Hart Inn, Spilsby. Adcock, Horncastle 
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» 1877, y. 3, 1877. 
—=3 : 
vinding yp ss , Alfred Cranefield, Swaffham, Norfolk, Hotel Keeper. Nov | McWean, Daniel, Liverpool, S1ip Store Dealer. Nov 6 at 2 at offices of 
n Nw jj = 12 at offices of Coaks, Bank plain, Norwich Harmood and Co, North John st, Liverpool. Laces and Co, Liver- 
Nicotson. ek, Henry, Colne, Lancashire, Commission Agent. Nov 9 at 3 at pool 
the Thorn Hoel, Burnley. , Colne ers, John, Thornton-le-Beans, York, Carpent:r, Nov 7 at 10 at 
his fixat , Herbert » Winchelsea, Sussex, Grocer, Nov 7 at 11 at of Waistell, Northallerton 
quidator the George Hotel, Rye. Langham, Hastings Mitchison, Richard, Newcastle-upon-Tyn3, Builder. Nov 8 at 123 at 
Presente} Coleman, Edwin, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Builder, Nov 8 at 3 at St offices of Mather and Cv, Bank chambers, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
. T John’s chambers, Ventnor, Urry Mountain, Robert Alfred, Bradford, Masic Seller. Nov 3 at 12 at 
“48 {2 and Qmybear, William George, Swansea, Clerk. Nov 5 at 2 at offices of offices of Layton and Jaques, Ely place, Holborn. Singleton, Brad- 
(Cross, Small st chambers, Bristol. Glascodine, Swansea uae aie nak path rs 
isa, Fulham rd, West B . athan, Charles Casper, Wolverhampton, Clothier. Novy 8 at 3 at the 
’ en of Jonas, Bruton “4 a Fancy Draper. Wov 6 at Great Northern Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds, East, Birmingham 
James, Todmorden, York, Warp Sizer: Nov 9 at 3.15 at the Parker, Edmund, Bristol, Commission Agent. Novy 3 at 11 at offices of 
» Te SET Sener, Sayeweety Seamenien Pubs "haees, Vermeae, Hamer, Tritece of Hew t 
Gwen, James, Sheffield, Table Knife Manufacturer. Nov 9 at 4 at Nov 12 at 3 at oflicesiof Mills, New rd, Brighton cress for Racing. 
offices of Gee, Fig Tree chambers, Sheffield. Binns, Sheffield Quimby, Charles, Fenton, Stafford, Grocer. Nov7 at 11 at offices of 
, Phillip, Blundell st, Caledonian rd, Cab Builder. Nov 8 at 3 at Julian, Queen’s chambers, Liverpool rd, Burslem 
; Cheapside. Cooper, Chancery lane Rhead, Josiah, Holditch, nr Newcastle-under-Lyme, Farmer, Nov 7 
trir, (nisdale, William, Leeds, Pianoforte Dal r. Nov 6 at 3 at offices of at 11 at offices of Griffith, Lad lane, Newcastle-under-Lyme 
Turner, Park sq, Leeds Ridge, Robert, Croydon, Builder. Nov 9 at 2 at the Greyhound Hotel, 
Hazlitt , James, Newcastle-upon-Tyns, Innkeeper. Nev 8 att! at High st, Croydon. Streeter, ydon 
. offices ot Keenlyside and Forster, St Jotin’s chambers,Grainger st | Rovinson, John William, Great Grimsby, Liacoln, Marine Store 
Oct 95 west, Newcastle-upon-Tyne Dealer. Nov 7 at 11 at offices of Steph and Mountain, Bethie- 
. Pavia, Henry, Clapham rd, Grocer. Nov 7 at 3 at offices of Holloway, hem st, Great Grimsby 
Huzlitt, Ball’s Pond rd. Cooper, Chancery lane Sage, John, Crawfo'd st, Portman sq, Hosier. Nov 15 at 3 at offices of 
Dawe, Arthur, Woolwich, Journeyman Tailor. Nov 12 at 3 at offices Good and Co, Bucklersbury, Crook and Smith, Abshurch chambers, 
| of Cooper, Chancery lane — Abchorch lane 
Coops Dowler, Benjamin, Smethwick, Stafford, Hairdresser. Nov7 at 11 at } Scarborough, Charles, Weltsn, York, Coal Merchant. Nov 9 at 12 at 
x offices of Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury offices of Cross, Parliament st, Kingstou-upon-Hu'l 
Chilcott, Hilotr, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Engineer. Nov 10 at lat | Selby, Charles Lewis, Elisha’s yard, Old Bethnal green rd, Cabinet 
offices of Taylor, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne Maker. Nov !7 at 10.15 at offices of Hicks, Globe rd, Mile End 
t Ost 24, Bryans, Thomas, South Norwood, Surrey, Grocer. Nov5 at12at 4, | Sharer, Walter Morris, Oxford st, Mile End, China Dealer. Nov 10 at 
A:thur st east, London bridge. May aud Co, Adelaide place, Londoa 11 at offices of Willoughby and Winch, Lancashire place, Strand 
ge Sharp, William, Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper. Nov 9 at 3 at offices of 
Fawcett, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Shoe Dealer. Nov 8 at 3 at offices Simpson and Barrell, Albion st, Leeds 
of Becke, Derngate, Northampton Sharrocks, William Henry, Sulfurd, oat of business. Nov 7 at 3 at 
rar, Figgess, Thomas, Eynsford, Kent, Butcher. Nov 12 at 12 at offices of offices of Edwards, Br st, Manchester 
Figgess, Eynsford Shepherd, James Laidlaw Cross, Liverpool, Team Owner. Nov 9 at 
izham.. Fisher, Albert, and Alfred Fisher, Cierkeawell close, Cloth Workers. 12 at offices of Carruthers, Clayton sq, Liverpool 
Nov 12 at 2 at offices of Warriner, Great Winchester st Smith, James, Little Marlow, Bucks, Fruiterer. Nov 9 at 4 at offices 
Filzsimons, John, Whitehaven, Grocer. Nov 9 at 11 at offices of of Rawson, Church sq, High Wycombe 
Crosby Paitson, Irish st, Whitehaven Smitham, Thomas, Cleator, Comberland, Draper. Nov 7 at 2 at the 
is Fraser, George, Thornhill, Sussex, Farmer. Nov7 at 4 at offices of Globe Hotel, Whitehaven. Whittie, Cleator Moor 
Pet Oct: Stone and Simpson, Church rd, Tanbridge wells Spere, Thomas, Bishopsgate st without, Hatter. Novs at 12 at the 
| Fyles, Richard, Bolton, Stonemason, Nov 8 at 3 at offices of Rodinson, Mason’s Hall Tavern, basinghall st. Levirton, Bishop-gate st 
| Lewis, Acresfield, Bolton Stanley, Robert, Chipping Campden, Gloucester, Butcher. Nov 9 at 2 
Grocers, | Gallon, Thomas, High Ham, Somerset, Blacksmith. Nov 10at 11 at atthe White Hart Hote), Moreton-in-Marsh. Kendall, Bourton-in- 
offices of Dunn and Payne, King st, Frome the-Water 
Good, Joseph, Wilton, Wilts, Surgeon. Nov 8 at 12 at the Greyhound | Swallow, Robert, Beaconsfield, Brick Maker. Nov 12 at 3 at the 
Ton, Wilton, Hill Saracen’s Head Inn, Beacunsfield. Charsley, Beaconsfield 
Graham, John, Pilkington, Lancashire, Soap Manufacturer. Nov 8 at | Thompson, William, jun, Warmsworth, York, Farmer. Nov 9at2 at 
_ Sat offices of Dowling, Wood st, Bolton offices of Klis, St George gate, Doncaster 
Green, Henry, Old Hill, Stafford, Grocer. Nov 9 at 3 at officesof | Thornton, Edward, Haylandswaine, York, Grocer. Nov 6 at ll at 
Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury offices of Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 
Gunn, Alexonder, Middlesbrough, out of business. Nov 7 at 12 at Truswell, George, Old Whittingdon, Derby, Aerated Water Manu- 
. offices of James, Vaughan st, Middlesboronzh facturer, Nov 6 at 3 at offices of Cutts and Co, Market Hall cham- 
Shutte, Hallam, Robert, Sheffield, Knife Manufacturer. Nov 8 at 12 at offices bers, Chesterfield 
of Mellor, Bank st, Sheffield Tucker, Alfred, Margate, Licensed Victualler. Nov \2 at 2 a the 
shirley, Harris, Joho, Huntingfield, Suffolk, Grocer. Nov 7 atl at the Angel Bridge House Hote), London bridge. Lake, Gravesend 
Hote!, Halesworth. Moseley, Great Yarmouth Turner, Thomas, Northbridge, York, Hosier. Nov ‘2 at 3 at offizes of 
3, Clire Haselgrove, Samuel, Wakefield, Draper. Nov 7 at 2 at 32, Grainger st Sykes and Son, Warket st, Huddersfield 
west, Newcatle-upon-Tyne. Gill and Hall Tutt, Henry, Battle, Sussex, Tailor. Nov 5 at 11 at the Briige House 
off 338 ‘Hayward, Albert, Shirland rd, Paddington, Cora Merchant. Nov 13 Hotel, London bridge. Langha-n, Hastings 
ai 3 at offices of Reader, Gray's inn sq Vernon, Thomas, Whitehaven, Grocer. Nov 12 at 3 at offices of Atter, 
Warer Heckford, Charles, E.st Bergholt, Suffolk, Boot Maker. No7 21 at 12 New Lother st, Whitehaven 
y Mar at offices of Pullard, St Lawrences st, Ipswich Walker, James, Leeds, Smaliware Dealer, Nov 10 at 10.30 at officas of 
Hibbert, George, Nottingham, Baker. Nov 6 at 12 at odi:es of Balk, Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 
offi :es Middle pavement, Nottingham Ward, Robert Henry, Hanley, Tobacconist. Ni v 8 at 2 a* the Claren- 
Hicks, Heury, West Garforth, York, Foreign Merchant. Nov 14at3 don Hotel, Station st, Derby. Stephenson, Hinley 
at 3 at at offices of Dibb and Co, Butt’s court, Leeds Wells, George, Leeds, out of business, Nov 8 at 3 at officss of Putlan, 
Hoagh, Joseph, Hanley, Grocer. Nov 8 at 3 at offices of Turner, Bag- Bank chambers, | eeds 
sensad ball st, Newcastle-under-Lyme Whalley, Jonathan Andrews, and David Henry Andrews, Leeds, 
, Vide Howarth, John, Cheetham hill, Manchester, Butcher. Nov 8 ac 2 at Woollen Merchants. Nov 9 a+ 11 at offices of D.bo and Co, Butt's 
Offices of Phillips, Pall Mall, Manchester court, Loeds 
ces of Kant, John Thomas, Wolverhampton, out of business. Novy 10at1l | Wheeler, William, Caledonian rd, Furniture Dealer. Nov 5 at ll at 
at the Talbot Hotel, King st, Wolverhampton. Paddock and Sons, offices of Morris, Paternoster row 
n, oat Hanley Wilkin:on, Thomas, Birmingha ct, Manu‘acturing Jeweiler. Nov 12 at 
Hunt, Thomas William, Margaret st, Cavendish sq, Costume Manu- 3 at offices of Rowlands and Bagnall, Colmore row, Birmingham 
anger, facturer. Nov 8 at 3 at odices of Gowivg and Mandale, Coleman st Wilkinson, William, Felling, Durhom, Builder. Nov 7 at 3 at offices 
Hurre)l, Charles, Maldon, Essex, no occupation. Nov 22 at 1! at offic:s of Allan and Davies, Grainger st, Newcastiec-upon-lyns 
v0 of Digby and Evans, Silver st, Maldon Williams, Thomas, Cwmgwrach, Glamorgan, Culiier, Nov 7 at 12 a5 
1 rd, denkin, James, Redruth, Cornwall, Printer. Nov 3 at3 at offices of offices of Charles, Parade, Neath 
Trevena, St Mary st, Truro 2 Willson, Alfred Rivers, Clapham rd, Chemist. Nov 14 at 12 at the 
ices Johnson, Cyras Walter, Birkdale, Lancashire, School Proprietor. offices of Incorporated Law Society, Chancery lase. Wilde, Broad 
Nov 12 at 3at ¢ flices of Wellsby and Co, Lord st, Southport Sanctuary 
)fices Jones, William, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer, Nov 3 at 1 at | Worrall, Thomas, Horrefair, Kidderminster, Butcher. Nov 5 at 3,30 
Offices of Bedéoe, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil at offices of Miller and Co, Baxter chambers, Kidderminster 
aler. Kemble, Wi'lisom, Queninaton, Gloucester, Baker. Nov 7 at 2 at the | Wyatt, James, Bath, Butcher. Nov 4 at 10.30 at 3, Wood st, Bath. 
Bull Hotel, Fairford. lies, Fairford Moger 
ll at 1, Thomas, Coventry, Builder. Nov 8 at 12 at offices of Dewes | Wyno, George, Littledean, Gloucester, Cnimney Sweeper. Nov 1 at 
and Co, Hay lane, Coventiy .30 at the Lion Hotel, Cinderford. Jackson, Stroud 
arer. =, big mr ae Tailor. Nov 16 at 4 at offices of Hayward, * @umspay, Det. 30, 1877. 
ig Bt, Cheapside Anderson, John, Tunstall, Staffurd, Wine Merchaut’sCellarman. Nov 
ilway Tawton, Amos, Newcasile-upon-Tyne, Fruiterer, Nov 8 at 3 at offices 9 at 11 at 5 of Ellis, Market place, Burslem 
of Bird, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne Ash, William, Badd Clinton, Warwick, Saddler. Nov 9 at 3 at 
shine qr , Joseph, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Poultry Dealer, Nov 8 at 2 offices of Buller and Bickley, Bennett’s bill, Birmiagham 
jreat _ 1 Mt offices of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne . s Ashworth, George, Manchester, Merchant. Nov 24 at 3at the Old 
‘ wot on age Nov 6 at ag offices of Tricks and | “ gwan Hotel, Pool st, Manchester. Harris, Manchester 
at bers, Bristol. Clifton, . William, ‘ 13 at 2 at offices of Knowle’ 
“gn ony William, Heaton Norri:, Lancashire, Joiner. Nov 14 at2 at — st, ieeeg shbe cuties . 
oper. 8 of Newton, Bank chambers, Stockport Barrow, John William, Seedbill, York, Heald Maker. Nov 12 at 11 at 
stle- Lyon, William, k, » Grocer, Nov 14 at 12 at the | offices of Craven and Sunderland, King st, Huddersfield 
: don Rooms, South John st, Liverpool. » Liverpool Barton, Edwin, , Builder. Nov 9 at 3 at the Mitre Hotel, 
or 9 Fr pry Abeer oa oe court, Soho, Furniture Dealer. Nov 26 Cathedral gates, Manchester. Needham and Co, Manchester 
the in, Ausoe iin Bice Chemist. Nov 8 at 12 at ofices of | Palemen, Edward Fleming, Richard's pee or Naser, Oaatle #8 
9 y ” at azer, 
and Weekes, Temple at, Birmingham —— ee , ss 


















22 


YHE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


phy 
‘ 


» Nov. 3, 








Beckett, Mary, Nuneaton, Warwic®, Hosier. Novy 12 at 2 at o'fices.of 
Slingsby, Newdegate st, Nuneaton 

Bolus, Henry, So ihull, Warwick, Coai Merchant. Nov 10 at 10.15 at 
offices of East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Branson, John, Stoke-upon-Trent, Grocer. Nov 10 at li at offices of 
Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley ’ 

Briggs, James, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Nuv 16 at 2 at offices 
Fowler, Cable st, Liverp ol 

Broadhurst, William, Birmingham, Beer Retailer, Nov 10 at 12 at 
Offices of East, Eidun chambers, Cherry st, Birmingham 


Brown, George Henry. Rotherham, York, Hosier. Nov 10 at 11 at 
offices Esam ; 


of Ladbury and Co, Cheapside. Watson aad 

Rroworidge, James, Dudley, Worcester, Travelling Drap r. Nov 16 
at 3 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Bryant, Henry Albert, Bristol, Engineer. Nov 7 at 11 at offices of 
Andrews, Nicholas st, Bristol. Price, Bristol 

Burn, Thomas, Hebburn Quay, Durham, Butcher. Nov 12 at tl at 
offices of Keen'yside and Ferster, St John’s chambers, Gra‘nger st 
west, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Barliey, Samuel, jun, Henry Crowther, and Isaac Tetley, Moriey, York, 

Grindzrs. Nov i4at 10 at offices of Ridgway and Ridgway, 

Wellington st, Batley 

Carver, John, Gray’s inn rd, Gasfitter. Nov 15 at 2 at 51, Chaucery 
lane. Nickioson and Co 

Chantler, Peter, Broadheath, Cheshire, Skip Manufacturer. Nov 12 
at 12 at offices of Phillips, Pall Mall, Manchester 

Cole, Berjamin, Birmingham, Soda Water Manufacturer. Nov 12 at 
[neue Wright aad Mirshall, Town Wail chambers, Birming- 


Collins, James William, St Edmund, Exeter, Licensed Victualler. Nov 
10 at 12 at offices of Toby, Custie st, Exeter 

Ccorper, Henry, Aston-jaxta-8irmingham, Butcher. Nov 7 at1l at 
offic-s of An-ell, Waterloo st, Birmingham 3 

Cornforth, William, Darlington, Provision Dealer, Nov 12 at 3 at 
offices of Webster, Central Hail, Da:lingten 

Cress, William, Northwich, Cheshire, Plumber. Nov 10 at 10 at the 
Unicora Hotel, Altrincham. Greea and Dixon, Northw ich 

Crowe, Wiliam Leedham, Cornwall rd, Bayswater, no occupation. 
Nov 12 at 3 at the City Terminus Hotel, Cannon st. Simpson and 
Cullingford, Gracechurch st 

Davis, Joseph, Newcas'le-upon-Tyne, Picture Dealer. Nov 15 at 2 at 
offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcasile-upoa-Tyne 

Dobbs, William, Miteheldean, Gioucester, Farmer. Nov 14 at 12 at 
offices of Parker, Newnham of 

Emmons, Jacob, and James McKean Houghton, Liverpool, Ship 
Chandlers. Nov 26 at 2 at offices of Dancan and Co, Water st, Liver- 


pool 
Ferry, Grabam Robert, Darlington, Builder. Nov 7 at 11 at offices of 
Steavenson and Meek, Paradise terrace, Darlington 
Gallagher, Thomas Edward, Kiog Wi'liam st, Metal Agent. Nov 14 at 
2 at the Guilaball Tavern, Gresham st. Hough:o. and Byfield, 
Gracechurch st 
Gittoes, John, West Bromwich, Stsfford, Coal Merchant. 
at offices of Rankia, High st, West Bromwich 
Guidebury, Edmund, Upper st, Islington, Milliner. Nov 14 at 12 at 
offies of Ladbury and Co, Cheap-ide. Carr and Vo, Basingaall st 
Gcodman, George, Sheff rd, Bedford, Grocer. Nov 14 at 4 at the In:s 
of Court Hotel, Holko:n. Conquest and Clare, Bedford 
Grattan, Eizabeth, liverton, Devon, Boot Dealer. Nov 12 at 11 at 
offices of Petherick, Southernhay, Exeter 
Gieen, Holin, Kirkheston, Yir«, Bianket Fuller. Nov 13 at 11 at offices 
of Wovler, Exchange baildings, Batley 
Grosse, George, North Fredungham, York, Grocer. Nov 12 at 2 at 
offces «f White, Exchange st, Great Driffield 
Hegow, James Berry, Romsey, Hants, Builder, Nov 9 at 3 at offices of 
Sautte, Por: land st, Southampton 
Hall, James, Troedyrhiw, Glamorgan, Innkezper. Nov 9 at 11 at office 
of t hillips, Canon st, Aberdare 
Hali, Thomes, Pershore, Worce:ter, Printer. 
Uricorn Hoel, Worcester. Martin, Pershore 
Heaton, Thomas, Gorton Brook, Lancashire, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Nov 20 at Z at the Tower Hotel, Cathedral steps, Manches:er. Tre- 
mewen, Mat ctester 
Hert rt, Jobu Willism, West st, Hackney, Grocer. 
¢fiices of Wiison, Coratiii 
Hill, James, Dresdes, ur Longton, Auctionesr’s Clerk. Nov 8 at 2 at 
the Sea Lion Hote!, Hanley 
Burry, John, Mare, Cambridge, Paiater. Nov 13 at 1 at offices o 
Gaches, Cathedral gatewsy, Peter>orongh 
Ivey, William, Bitefor!. Devon, Boo: Maker. Nov 16 at 11 at offices 
of Thotne. Castle st, B.rn-tapie 
Jones, Charles, Birmingham, Provirion Merchast, Nov 13 at 3 at offices 
of Jaque*, Chery #t, Birmingham 
Jones, Kiehard, Penicy, flict, Miller. Nov 14 at 1 at the Angel Hotel, 
Dale st, Liverprol. Blackburne and Ailen, Eslesmere 
Jones, W View, Sbaidon, Devon, Currier. Nov 10 at 11 at offices of 
y , Bettord ciecus, Exeter 
Jopling, Charirs Septisnus, Sunderiand, out of basiness. Nov 12 at dat 
Sic A Lell, Lamtton st, Sander'and 
Kessel, Thomas Normas, Leamington Priors, Draper. Nov9at il at 
Ofices cf Swape, High st, Warwick 
Lobiey, Berjamin, Morley, York, House Furnisher. Nav 14 at 11.40 at 
cfices of Wooler, Exchanges bulidings, Batley 
Maniey, Ldmunt, Manchester, Stee Merchant, Nov 6 at 2 at offices of 
SheMicid. Bale and Co, Maschester 
tomers, Westmoreland, Piasterer, Mov 14 at 10.30 
at Atces of Gatey, Amblesiae 
Mat hews, Matthew Wibian, Bir Coa! Dealer. Now Tat 10.15 
at Oces ft Kast, Vidon chombers, Ciet-y st, Birmingham 
, setae batkeley, Wolsttanton, Btaflord, out of business. Boy 12 
at 3 «t en A » Tanstall 
of, Mary hun, West Gorton, nr Uanchester, Provision Den'er, Nov 
12 at 3 at offers of Rylance and§tarke-, Lesex st, Manchester 
Mune, Joan, Lamegate, Hale Dresser, Rov 0 at 4 at oflices of Noon 
#94 Carke, % A 
Lawrence Vartohomew, Betlord, Beulider. Mov 14 at | at the 
& Cast Hotel, Holborn, Conquest aud Clare, Bestord 


Nov 13 at ll 


Nov i4atli at the 


Nov 12 at 11 at 


Fak 


7 


Norman, Frederiek, Chesterfield, Boot Dealer. Nov 12 at3 atthe 
and Pheasant Hote), Humberstone gate, Lvicester : 


11 at offices of Tree, High st, Worces bis 
Pearson, Donald MacDonald, Stourbridge, Coal Merchant. Nuvi 
11 at the Talbot Hotel, Stourbridge. Colll-, Stourbridge 
Tearson, James, Balsal! Heath, nr Birmingham, merial 
Nov 12 at 11 at 49, Ann st, Brminghar. Gom, Birmingham | 
Peggs, John, Wilson’s yard, Islington; Cab Proprietor, Nov8 at g at 
37, Bedford row. Marshall P 
Perkins, William Charles, Manchester, Auctione>r, 
” ‘offices of Hall and Son, Fountain st, Manchester 
Phillips, Thomas William, and Nathan Arch, Coventry, Market Gar. 
 deners. Nov 13 at 10.30 at offices of Hughes and Masser, Little park 
et, Coventry 
Pickering, Thomas, Batley, York, Tailor. Nov 13 at 3 at offcas of 
Scholefield and Tayler, B: unswick st, Batley 
Pope, Isaac; Oakfield, Isie of Wight, Brickmaker. 
of Fardell, Cambr-an House, Market st, Ryde 
Ractliffe, James, Eaton, Berks, Farmer. Nov 15 at 12 at offices of 
Bickerton, St Michael’s chambers, Ship st, Oxford 
Reed, James Fenwick, Wiltington, Nor:bumberland, Engineer, Noy 
8 at 2 at otfices of yen gg Collingwood st, Newca-tie-upon- 
Sauerland, Caristian Adolph, and Henry Arthur Hatch, Birmingham, 
Merchants. Noy 13 at 12 at the Queen’s Hote’, New st, Birmingham, 
Southall and Co, Birm’n- ham 
Seliers, Fredzrick John, Kidderminster, Ca'pet Manuficturer, Noy]? 
at 3.30 at the Black Horse Hotel, K ddcrminster, Miiler and Co, 
Kiddermins er 
Skinner, John Younz, Wisbech, Cambridg>, Genera! O atfitter. Noy 19 
at | at offices cf Ollard, York row, Wisbech 
Slade, Wiliam Samuel, Roan Hurse .mews, Bethnal green, Cabinet 
Manufacturer. Nov 12 at 3 at offices of Quilter, Furs st 
Slocombe, Charles Johr, St John’s bill, New Wandsworth, Cabingt 
Maker. Nov 10 at 11! at offices of Eley, New Broad st 
Smith, John, Manchester, Fishmonger. Nov 19 at 3 a: offices of Hap. 
kinson, Queen’s chambers, John Dalton st, Manchester 
Solloway, Harriett, Gloucester, Inakeeper. Nov 12 at 3 at offices of 
Haines, St John’s lane, Gi ucester- \ 
S.evenson, Robert, Ipswich, Coal Merchnt. Nov 14 at 2.30 at the 
Ridler’s Hotel, High Holborn, Watts and Cridge, Ipswich 
Surmen, Thomas Edward, Hallow, Worcesier, Butcher. Nov 12 a3 
at offices of Pitt, Avenae, Cross, Worcester 
Tate, Thomas, Sunderland, Boat Builder. Nov7 at 3 at offices of Log. 
eon and Robinson, Villiers st, Sunderland 
Thomas, Jenkin, Twynyrodyn, Glamorgan, Collier. 
offices of Beddoe, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Trotter, Richard, Bradford, Grocer. Nov 9 at 3 at 7, Parkinson's 
chambers, Bradford 
Walden, William, juo, S:amford, Lincoln, Tinman. 
offices of Law, St Mary’s place, Stamford 
Wilkinson, Richard Heory, Bradford, Draper. Nov8 at 3 at 7, Parkin. 
|. son’s chambers, Bradford . 
’ Williams, John, Bryneidal, Carnarvon, Farmer. Nov 15 at 12 at the 
Eagles Hotel, Llanrwst. James, Llanrwst 
Wi'son, Thomes, L eds, Builder, Nov 9 at1l at offices of Middleton 


and Sons, Park row, Leeds 
Wilson, Wiliam, Leeus, Draper. Nov 12 at 11 at oices of Lawrey, 
Nov 10 at il * 


Sout parate, Leeds. Malcolm 
the Licn Hote}, Kidderminste-. Prescott, Stourbrilge - 


Nov 15 at § gt 


Nov 8 at 3 at offices 


Nov 30 at Lat 


Nov 16 at lt at 


Winnail, Joseph, Elmiey Love t, Worcester, Farmer. 








PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 

67, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately oppcsite the British Museum), 

Has cbtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perieetly 
painiess system of adapting 
(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 

ARTIFICIAL TEETH sx ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pamphlet Gratis and Post-free. 





EDE AND SON 


ROBE Bas MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chaneellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &e, 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUXSRL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, MF 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANF, LONDON. 


JREVERSIONA RY AND LIFE INTERESTS i 
Landed or Funded Property or other Becurities and ANN 
purchased, or Loans thereon granted, by the 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 
10, LANCASTER-PLACE, WATERLOO-BRIDGE, STRAND, 
Lotaviished 1635, Paid-yp Capital, £460,000. 
If required Interest on Loans may be capitalized, 
¥, &, Aree 








| Joiat 
©, i. CLAYTON, § cecrosariee 


Pearce, Edwin, Malvern, Worcester, Lodging Hous Keeper, Nov ap t 
ter . 
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PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 














































































































































t. Novy eb . é 7 . ® 
Sh tena LEGAL AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
gham sj 
Nov 8 at g at i 
ae 192, Fleet Street, and 1 & 2, Chancery Lane, London. 
a is x 
ry Little park . i 
at offces gt Carriage paid to the Country on all Orders exceeding 20s. 
at3 At Offfees. 
at offices ¢ ME AGENTS FOR 
sineer, Noy j 
vote” THE STOUT BUFF COPYING PAPER AND BOOKS. 
‘irminghes “g00D COPIES FROM ANY INK,” which will not fade, but retain their brilliancy, can usually be obtained 
rer. Noyi3 Two Excellent Copies from Clean Writing Inks. Four to Six Copies from Copying Inks. 
ler and (p, This paper will also copy ink several weeks after writing ; copying a letter written at intervals extending over 
ter. Nor 19 smonth or more, or from mail to mail. It will frequently copy correspondence received, even if it has been copied 
a, Cain pefore; and it is the best paper for copying Headings and Rulings printed with copying inks. 
h 
th, Cat DIARIES FOR 1878. 
ces of Hane Every Variety used by the Legal Profession kept in Stock. 
at offices of 
20 ati THE VELLUM WOVE CLUB HOUSE PAPER. 
ov 12 ats “Tp Lawyers, whose Writing should be as distinct as possible, this Paper is particularly acceptable.” —Zaw Times 
ices of Lowe Sample Packets of the Various Sizes of Paper and Envelopes sent post free for 24 stamps. 
10 at Lat : . . 
Parkinson's ( Parchments, Legal Papers, Official Envelopes, Copying Presses. Every Variety always in Stock. 
6 ot Mat Printing, Lithographing, Engraving, and Stamping executed with the greatest promptitude. 
7, Parkin. 
12 at the OPPOSITE THE TEMPLE, 
Middleton 
DATES OF SALES. 
t L OCIDENT INSURANCE COMPANY 
7, (Limited), 7, Bank-buildings, Lothbury, E.C. I) ee Baty as Be _BOUSFIEED beg 
ane ae ariel te Sarto ally «mel poyers, that their SALES by AUCTION of FREEHOLD, Copyhold, 
y % C.H ARDING Manager and Leasehold ESTATES, Ground and Improved Rents, Advowsons, 
=e : : . Next Presentations. Reveraieng, Beene of  Aaserenee, aa 
% ee AGRA SANE ihe MITED). | Sear isrs atthe AUCTION MART, Tokerhouse-yard, Bank of Eng- 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. land, on the following Wednesdays in each Month :— 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. January 2nd | April 27th )June 19th | September 25th 
2 eee ee | Se ie eee [oe 
a ong. } 
Qvrrent Accounts pany ang the Head Office on the terms eus- February 20th | May 8th j July 10th October 23rd 
i oe wth keaton 3 ponhems, and interest allowed when the credit — —_ Ma = Tes fate — +4 
yer’ tulance t 5 ' r 
avoorre received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz. :— Merch 27th | May 29th | July 3ist ber !ith 
MS per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. April 3rd June 5th j August 7th ; December [sth 
De shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed April 10th Jane 12th ' August 21s¢ 
RE. ae ad ene ic i No. 99 (late 24), Gresham-street, Baak, London, E.C. 
current exchange 0 ie on any ofthe Branches : - " 
“Te Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or sent | 8 boy od pen pmeee ® rage geen veg pe eres an ge 
‘collection. dence, ~ = 
Sanxs any Purcuasxs effected in British and foreign securities, in ESSRS. EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD will 
P peste Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same under- Fy) Lat ~ Rod: Mb oe pry ie ene lath, 
; : TLAND LEASE ¢ odious TOWN 
Taterest di d , and civil d pensions reali RESIDENCE, No. 25, Upper Wimpole-street, containing six bed reoma, 
Brery shor duseription ef banking besten ony Some nr spon fone eats nar xed Sener SS 
al Bench ‘iets ee aan ee J. THOMSON, Chairmen. inner hall, study, and large sized dining room, excellent domestic affices, 
and cellarage, together with a capital four stalled stable, coach house 
; ALBERT SQUARE, CLAPHAM ROAD. = a ae ee ey in a < — resis 
* First-class long Leasehold Investment. ence, and Known as No. 2, oe mews, direct Dake 
= of for , of about 27 t a ground-reat of 
ESSRS, BRIANT & SON will SELL,.. by | Seoper annum, and ofthe estimated annual value of £550; beiag in 
TF “ AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 6, at the occupation of the owner, immediate possession can be had. 
BLVE for ON#, by direction of the Exeouters of the late W. 8. May be viewed by cards obtained of the Auctioneers, and particulars 
Baq., in Lots, SEVEN well-built FAMILY RESIDENOBS, as — 7 nanan: See ies laguna be faa 
2, Albort-squaro, and Stabling, let at £81 por annum, at the Mart; and of Mesere, EDWIN FOX & BOUSEIEUD, 94 
TE Sees Seems n 
me ; 1, with a plot of Jand for Stabling, let at £80. M® SRS. DEBENHAM, TEW SON & FARMER'S 
16, with @ plot of land for stadling, let at £60, ST of BSTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, inclading 
IETY 82, with a plot of land for stabling, lot at £69, Landed Estates, Town and Coun Hunting and 
t reapoeanisentce: te ee 
be Vewet by leave of tenants, : and be ned, free otehere, at their 80, Crcapaitn, B.S, 
and conditions of gale may now be had at the Mart; of | of will be sent by postin return for twostamps,—-Partioulars for 
HL. IKIN, Esq., Solicitor, 10, Linooln's-inn-flelde tion should de received not later than four days previous te the end 
riat Blof the Auctioneers, 200, Kennington-park-road, bw. of the preceding month. 
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Nov. 3, 1877, 


eae 
Corner Wine and Spirit Establishment. 


R. WALTER KNIGHT will SELL, by AUO. 
TION, at the MASONS’ HALL, Musons'-avenue, City, at 
early date, the valuable LEASE AND GOODWILL, with a” 
of the ** Quee..’s Arms,” Portland-street, Walworth-common, an ™ 
oclisatons ant verde of the Acsil ese! -stregt 
ry jars and cards of the Auctioneer, 104, Great Ri ‘ 
Bloomsbury-rquare, W.C. : d . : 


4 


[: 








THE SOLICITORS’? JOURNAL. 


BAYSWATER. . } 

Notting-hill-gate Station, on the Metropolitan Railway.—A desir- 
arf Leasehold Corner Residence, situate No. 56, Pem 4 
overlooking Pembridge -square. Tt contains seven bed » bath 
room, water cloget, elegant drawing room 28ft. by 19ft., portico, 


vestibule with folding doors to entrance-hall, stone stairease, dining 
room, morning room, study, cloak room, lavatory, and water-clocet, 
and on the basement, kitchen, housekeeper’s. room, butler’s 
scul'ery, and ether conveniences, forecourt, and 
diate possession. ; : 


nt 
garden, W' ips 





Le 


i. Genuire Wine and Spirit Es:ablishment. 


ESSRS. NORTON, TRIST; WATNEY, & CO. R. WALTER KNIGHT will SELL, by Avo. 
are instruc'ed to offer for SALE, at the MART, on FRIDAY, TION, at the MASONS’ HALL, Masons’ Avenue, City, at 
‘NOVEMBER 16th. at TWO o’clock precisely, the above convenient ear'y date, the valuable LEASE AND GOODWILL of the « Macaaiy 
LEASEHOL! D pone peyo me a whereof 67 years are |. Arms,’ Silver-street, Notting-hill, doing a large cou: ter trade, 
a ind-rent of . Particulars and cards of the Auctt 104, G ‘ street 
May be view Bleomebury-square, W.C. Aare wine ts ms regs — 


and eu'ars had of 
Mesrs. YOUNG, ONES, ROBERTS, & HALF, Solicitors, 2, St. 
beehred ‘s-coers, Som? : ESSRS, FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, ¢ 
Snes SEAR eeeey SOwEReO, & POSE, Ko, 11, Deceage M & CO’S. SALE at the MART, cn TUBSDAY next, ey a 
NOVEMBER, inelnées the following VALU ABLE PROPERTIES : ~ 


lane, Cheapside ; 
and of the Auctioneers, 62, Old Broad-street, Royal Exchange, 
1, CITY OF LONDON.—A valuab'e and compact range of 
formerly the “ Hour” News; aper publishing offices, with steam power 
and a ground area of 3,000 square feet, situate in Do , 
Salisbury-sq vare, Fleet-street ; also a resi¢ence in Dorset-court, Term 
88 years, £108 per annum, 

2. No. 85, KING STREET, CHEAPSIDE.— Capital Investment jg 
a valuable corner block of shop and office property now producing 
£610 per anrum, and, held for a long term at £170 per annum, 

8. ROLLAND PARK.—A xery desirable moderate-sizod Residence, 
No. 9, ! otting-hill-square, with the advantage of a capital set of 
stabling and right of entry to the grounds of a square. Heid for 
years at £7. With 4 ossession. 

4. Nos. 19 AND 21 LUDGATE HILL.—Extensive and Importan 
Premires, possessing a frontage of about 48 feet and a superficial ares 
of about 2,650, and comprising one of the most attractive and commo. 
dious shops in London, wi:h a suite of elegantly appointed show ro’ ms, 
and capital residential and domertic accommodation. Held fornearly 
50 years at the low ground-rent of £231 per annum. 

5. FREEHOLD AND COPYHOLD GROUND-RENTS, amounting 








CROYDON, SURREY. 

Twelve Freehold Dwelling-houser, known as Wellington-cottazes, 
situste adjoining the Wellington Public-house and Summer-street, 
Mitcham-road, each containing five rooms and wash-houee, with 
yard in rear (one is 8 corner shop), in the occupation of weekly 
tenants, at rents amounting in the gross to £223 12s. per annum. 


ESSRS. NORTON, TRIST, WATNEY, & CO. 
are instructed to offer for SALE, at the MART, on FRIDAY, 
NOVEMBER 16th, at TWO o’clock precisely, in One Lot, the above 
FREEHOLD PROPERTY. 
Particulars may ba had at the Greyh-und, pores: cf 
Messrs, YOUNG, JONES, ROBERTS, & HALE, Solicitors, 3, St. 
Mildred’s-crurt, Poultry ; 
Messre. CHAMPION, ROBINSON, & POOLE, No. 17, Ironmonger- 
lane, Cheapside ; 
and of the Auctioneers, 62, Old Broad-street, Royal Exchange. 


TURNHAM GREEN, CHISWICK. 
A desirable Freehold Proyerty, Jand-tax redeemed, krown as Sutton- 


DeSTiererame cs. ec eRe: 





= 


lodge, pleasantly situate 0} po-ite Christ Church, near Chiswick- 
houre, and only a short distance from the Gunnersbury Station on 
the London and South-Western Railway. It comprises a superior 
detached residence, sppro:ched by a carriage drive, and cont: ins 
five bed rocms, day and night — bath room, portico entrance- 
hall, cloak room and lavatory, capi ining room 22ft. 6 by 17/t. 6, 
elegant drawing room 25ft. 6 by 17ft. with French casements opening 
to pleasure grounds, communicating with a sma'ler drawing room 
anda conservatory, and convenient domestic offices, including kitchen, 
scullery, housekeeper’s rcom, butler’s pantry, store room, wine, 


to £10 perannum secured upon numerous dwelling-houses, shops, 
and premises at Sts pney, with reversions to the rack rents; capital 
Freehold and Copyhold House Property, producing about £244 
annum, silua'e close to Commercial-road ; also £2 8s, Land Tax. 
sale by direction of the owner in fee and executors. 

Particulars may be obtained of Messrs. FAREBROTHAER, ELLIS, 
OLARK, & CO., 5 & 6, Lancaster-;l:ce, Strand, W.O., and 18, 04 
Broad-street. 





CITY OF LONDON, 
Within a few feet of the City boundary.— An important Freeho'd Build- 


beer, and ccal cellars, pares ara, and Caged See stabling for 
two horres, locse box, coach house with loft and man’s room over, . 
ebaise-house and poultry-houser, beautiful rleesure grounds laid out to mp me is an Important fr. ntage, to within @ short distance 
in lawnr, flower beds, and clumps of American end other shrubs, -— “ps pape dowry hag gt in the tine of —— improvements 
svmmer-house, and two productive kitchen and fruit gardens. Let about to Be ¢iected Dy the pry —_ splendid sites for tre 
on lesse, and in tke occupation ‘of — Compton, Esq., for a term f the Metro, volis in one of the most important business positions 

whereof seven years were unexpired at Midsummer last, at alow | © —: 
rent of £163 per annum, snd offering an eligible investment. ESSRS. HARMAN & MATTHEWS have re- 
ESSRS. NORTON, TRIST, WATNEY, & CO. ceived instructions to offer for SALE, by AUOTION, at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on WEDNE3DAY, NOVEMBER lt, 


are instructed to offer for SALE, at the MART, City,on FRI- 
1877, at TWO o’elcek precisely in one lot, an unusually extensive and 


DAY, NOVEMBER 16th, at TWO o’clock precisely, the above valuable 
E y ’ Fs ‘} valuable FREEHOLD ESTATE, covering ao area of about 37,500 feet, 


FREEHOLD PROPERTY. 
May be viewed by permission of the tenant, and particulars had of having frontages to Gol.len-'ane, Turk’s Head-court, Banbo #’s-rents, 
French. alley, and Bell-alley, Goawell-road, ard a new street about to 


Messrs. YOUNG, JONES, ROBERTS, & HAL Solicitors, 2 
‘ { < cs >” be made by the parish, which will open up and grea'ly enhance the 


8t. Mildred’s-court, Pou'try ; 
Messrs, CHAMPION, ROBINSON, & POOLE, 17, Ironmonger-lane, | value of the entire prop-rty. The existing houses and premises on the 
estate, known as Nos. 87, £9, and 91, Golden-lane, with the extensive 


Chear side ; x 

and of the Auctioneers, No. 62, Old Broad-street, Royal Exchange. premises in the rear thereof, now used as a cooperage; No:. 7, 8, snd 

9, Tark’s Head-court; Nos. 3. 4, 5, and 6, Ren*ow’s-rents; the whole 
of Greenharbour-court, Crown-couit, and Parson’s-court, the whole of 
White-street, and Nos. 7, 8, 9, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21, Bell-alley, Goswell- 
road, produce a rental of about £2,000 per annum, assaring to the 
purchaser interest on the outlay until building operations re actually 
commenced. A considerable por!ion of the estate will ba required or 
the improvements about to be « ffect- d by the parish, notice totreatit 
about 8,000/t. having already been given. Arrangem-nts might 0? 
made for a greater poriion of the purchase-money to remsin m 


ing Estate, nearly an acre in extent, extending from Goiden-lane, 








REIGATE, SURREY. 
A well-secured Leasehold Rental of £'50 per annum, 
ESSRS. NORTON, TRIST, WATNEY, & CO. 
are instructed to offer for SALF, at the MART, on FRIDAY, 
NOVEMBER 16th, at TWO o'clock precisely, a copital DWELLING- 
HOUSE, offices, and premises, in the High-street, Reigate, let to and 
in the occupa'ion of the London and County tank for the full term, at 
£150 per annum; also a Tobacconist’s Shop, wi‘ h Dwel'ing-house ad- | mortgage, 
Joining, let at a rent of £29 per annum. The whole of the property is Particulars, with plane, may be obtained of 
held on lease for a term, whercof about 21 years are unexpired, at a Messrs. G. F. HUDSON, MATTHEWS, & CO., Solicit+s, %, 
ground-rent at - f annum. : ae, E.0 ; 
are ha at t ‘art ; and of the Auctioneers, 35, Wa!brook, E.C. 
Mesers. REYROUX, PHILLIPS, & GOLDING, Solicitors, 99, : rea d 
Cannon-street, E.C. ; ‘ 
and of tte Auctioneers, 62, O d Broat-street, Royal Exchange, E.C. 


A first-class Wine and Spirit Soames paying out about £240 per 


month. 
R. WALTER KNIGHT will SELL, by AUO- 
TION, on WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER, 7th at ONE o’clock, 
at the MASONS’ HALL, Mesons’-avenue, City, the extremely yoloable 
LEASE AND GOODWILL, with possession, of the ‘‘ Joiner’s Arms,” 


r- Bow. 
Particulars and eards of the Auctioneer, 104, Great Russéll-street, 
ry-square, W.C. 


Important Wine and Spirit Establish ent—Lease 35 years—paying out 


about £4,000 per annum. 
ME. WALTER KNIGHT will SELL, by AUC- 
tana oot LEASE AND GOODWILL. with atta Ang 
wi: “ Lion and Lamb ,” Margeret-street, King’s-erees-4ee?, 7" 
of the Auctioneer, 104, Great Russell-strect, 





HYDE PARK. 


Desirab!e Leasehold Investment, on the Bishop of London's Estate, pr 
ducing a net rental of £175 per annum. 


ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SON, & OO. aro 
ii instructed by the Ex:cuturs of the late G. E. Clarke, Ea, 
deceated, to SELL, by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, 
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 28, at ONE precisely, in Ore Lot, tt 
LEASEHOLD FAMILY RESIDENCE, No. 75, Oxford-terrace, 
» near Sursex-gardens, containing eight bed chambers and 
room, double drawing rooms, ope g room, library, 
offices; let on lease at @ rent of £135 per annum. the 
Stable Premises, being No. 19, Devonport- news, in the rear; let 08 
lease to Sir John Kennaway, Bart., M.P., at a rent «f £50 per annae. 
The whole held for an unexpired term of about :0} years, at nomiaal 
ground-rents smounting to £10 per annum. 
May be viewed by permission of the tenants, and particulars had 
era's. DRUCE, SONS, & JACKSON, Solicitors, 10, Billie 


sre, E.C, ; 
at the Mart; and of Messrs, FULLER, HORSBY, SON, & 00» ll 
Biliiter-square, E.0. 














